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Emergent Bilingual Constructions: Finnish-Estonian Codeswitching in Interaction 
Maria Frick, University of Helsinki, Finland 
	
This study investigates codeswitching by Finns who live in Estonia. It draws from spoken and written 
interactional data where mainly Finnish is used, but where the participants also employ their Estonian 
resources. The articles in the study focus on a selection of grammatical and discourse-related 
phenomena, namely the formation of compound nouns, codeswitching in reported speech, 
conversational sequence closings, and the functions of codeswitching in social media. The 
introductory article provides a general overview of codeswitching in the data: patterns of forming 
bilingual constructions, their emergence in the flow of conversation and their consequences in 
interaction. The theoretical framework of the study comes from the field of interactional linguistics, 
drawing from conversation analysis as well as construction grammar and contact linguistics. The data 
consist of ca. 900 cases of Finnish-Estonian codeswitching in audio- and videorecorded 
conversations, email messages, and writings in social media, which were all collected in 2002-2012 
from Finns who had lived in Estonia for up to 17 years at the time of recording. An internet-based 
survey and the researcher’s field notes gave additional sociolinguistic background data. 
 The data show that Estonian lexical forms and meanings are employed in Finnish 
contexts, that the case assignment of phrasal and clausal constructions may be mixed, and that the 
speakers sometimes use Estonian-like word order. Two shapes are described that often attract 
codeswitching in one- or multi-word constructions. The first one (named ravioli in the study) are 
bilingual homophones whose form is similar, although not necessarily identical, in the two languages, 
but whose meaning differs. These constructions attract semantic borrowing so that they are used in 
their Finnish form but Estonian meaning. It is argued that especially in the case of verbs, this kind of 
switching can happen below the level of consciousness. The second shape (named farfalle) are 
bipartite constructions such as noun-noun compounds, existential and subject complement clauses and 
voicing constructions, where one of the parts specifies, modifies, characterises or demonstrates that 
which is identified in the other part. In them, the switch happens in between the parts, typically so that 
the part doing specification, characterisation, modification or demonstration is in Estonian.  
Interactional linguists understand grammar to be emergent in interaction, for the needs 
of the on-going situation (although based on speakers’ memories of past interactional situations and 
modification of constructions they have priorly used or heard). This view is supported by findings of 
sequentially motivated codeswitching in the data. Codeswitching is a heteroglossic device that 
speakers use for indirect evaluation, social indexing, and distancing themselves from what is said. 
This characteristic makes it a useful resource for stance taking in different sequences and sequential 
positions, including in narratives, assessment sequences and sequence closings. Codeswitching is also 
used for tying utterances to previous ones, and for the modification of an utterance that is repeated. 
Usually codeswitching helps further the participants’ interactional projects, but in some cases it 






Harvey Sacks (1995(I): 462) on kertonut havainnostaan, että tapahtumista puhutaan usein 
mainitsemalla vain paikka: "So, for example, people will say ’I'm going to the bathroom,’ 
where the place reference serves to indicate … the activity or class of activities … done 
there". Tämä väitöskirja syntyi siten, että kävin Virossa, Tarton yliopistossa, Frat! 
Fennicassa, laivalla, Helsingin yliopiston suomen kielen laitoksella, taas laivalla, töissä 
Tartossa, tartonsuomalaisten saunailloissa Tampere-majalla, Romaniassa, kirjastoissa, 
seminaareissa, konferensseissa, lentokentillä ja luentosaleissa, bussissa, junassa, 
Tvärminnessä, Tallinnassa, Turussa, Oulussa, Joensuussa, Jyväskylässä, Budapestissä, 
Berliinissä, Billnäsissä, tutkijakoulu Langnetissa, Lammilla, kursseilla, vastaanotoilla, 
Metsätalossa, keskusteluntutkimuksen datasessioissa, Facebookissa ja sähköpostilaatikolla, 
kokouksissa, kahveilla, käytävillä, kävelyillä, lounailla, lukupiireissä, työhuoneella, 
projektitapaamisissa, työpajoissa ja symposiumeissa. Jatkuvasti menossa, ja aina uusissa 
keskusteluissa on tämä työ syntynyt. Eikä se tietenkään ole yksin minun työni, vaan kaikkien 
tartonsuomalaisten sekä koko laajan tutkijayhteisön: kaikkien niiden ihmisten, joiden sanoista 
olen tähän ammentanut.  
Ensimmäinen kiitokseni kuuluukin tämän työn pääpuhuhille – teille 
tartonsuomalaisille, jotka rohkeasti suostuitte kuvattaviksi ja nauhoitettaviksi milloin 
kodeissanne, milloin saunailloissanne ja muissa tapaamisissa. Teidän panoksenne ansiosta 
saimme vironsuomalaisten kielestä tutkimustietoa, joka tulee tallennettujen keskustelujen 
pohjalta karttumaan vielä tämän työn valmistuttuakin. Kiitos! Samuti tänan eestlastest 
osavõtjaid sekä teitä 166 vironsuomalaista, jotka osallistuitte verkkokyselyyn, ja teitä, jotka 
annoitte luvan käyttää sähköpostiviestejänne ja Facebook-päivityksiänne tutkimukseen! 
Minulla on ollut onni saada työskennellä ympäristössä, jossa on erittäin vahvaa 
osaamista vuorovaikutuslingvistiikan, kielikontaktien, keskustelunanalyysin ja 
konstruktiokieliopin alalta. Kuinka monta tohtoria ja tohtorikoulutettavaa sitten oikein 
tarvitaan tekemään yksi väitöskirja? Tämän tekemiseen tarvittiin monta! Väitöskirjaprosessin 
alusta asti tarvittiin Ritva Laurya, joka toimi työn pääohjaajana lukien ja tukien kaikkia sen 
vaiheita asiantuntemuksella ja antaumuksella. Ritva oli ensimmäinen oppaani 
vuorovaikutuslingvistiikan ihmeelliseen maailmaan, erityisesti emergenttiin kielioppiin, 
projektioon ja lauseyhdistelmiin. Hän myös loi tämän(kin) työn toteutumista varten puitteet 
perustamassaan FiDiPro-tutkimusryhmässä Kielioppi ja vuorovaikutus: kielellisten 
toimintojen kytkökset puheessa ja kirjoituksessa, josta sain paitsi nelivuotisen rahoituksen, 
myös viikoittaista tieteellistä antia, joka edisti väitöskirjan syntyä. Kiitos, Ritva! Itse FiDiPro 
– Finland Distinguished Professor – oli tietysti Elizabeth Couper Kuhlen, who became my 
supervisor in the second year. Betty’s thoughts on contextualisation and voicing were crucial  
for this work, and she was one of the people who, during these years, kept opening up new 
angles of approach to interaction. The careful reader will notice her influence throughout the 
introductory part and the latest articles. Thank you, Betty! 
FiDiPro-hankkeessa meitä väitöskirjantekijöitä ehti olla useita. Marjo 
Savijärven ajatukset kaksikielisestä kierrätyksestä näkyvät työssäni. Marjo jatkoi 
työprosessini tukemista vielä väiteltyäänkin ollen aina valmis kuuntelemaan, keskustelemaan 
ja palauttamaan minut maan päälle milloin aineiston liian innokkaista tulkinnoista, milloin 
orastavasta väitöskirja-ahdistuksesta. Aina silloin tällöin hän huomasi muistuttaa, että 
5 
 
meritoitua voi myös meren rannalla, ja että jatko-opiskelijan kuuluu käydä jatkoilla. Vaikka 
aiheemme olivat erilaisia, muidenkin projektikumppanien tutkimuksissa oli yhtymäkohtia, 
jotka viikottaisten keskustelujen kautta muovasivat tätä työtä: mukana on ajatuksia Katariina 
Harjunpään tutkimasta kääntämisestä, Aino Koiviston ja Heidi Vepsäläisen tutkimusalaan 
kuuluvista responsiivisista partikkeleista, Anna Vatasen tuntemasta päällekkäispuhunnasta, 
Saija Merken tutkimista haastavista kysymyksistä sekä tietenkin referoinnista, jota Lauri 
Haapanenkin tarkastelee. Hanketta koordinoinut Marja Etelämäki vaikutti työhön 
poikkeuksellisen kriittisenä lukijana ja erityisesti muodon ja merkityksen suhteen pohtijana. 
Hänen ilmaan heittämänsä kysymys pienten ja suurten konstruktioiden saman- tai 
erilaisuudesta saa tässä työssä vain pienen himpun verran vastausta. Kaikille 
projektikumppaneille lämmin kiitos! 
Soomelahe lõunakaldal oli selle töö juhendajaks Anna Verschik, koodivahetuse 
teooriate väsimatu vahendaja ja uuendaja, kes näitas oma eeskujul, et keelekontaktid väärivad 
jätkuvalt uurimist. Anna tutvustas mulle koodikopeerimise teooriat, mis on kaudselt 
mõjutanud seda tööd, ning temaga vestlesime muuhulgas diakroonilise ja sünkroonilise ning 
indiviidi ja sootsiumi keele kujunemise teemadel. Aitäh, Anna! Samankaltaisia kysymyksiä 
oli pohtinut myös Helka Riionheimo, jonka kanssa kirjoitimme yhdessä yhden tämän 
väitöskirjan artikkeleista – sekä vaikka mitä pöytälaatikkoon. Aineistokokoelmiemme 
vertailun kautta muovautui käsitys vironsuomen puhujien monilähtöisistä, emergenteistä 
monikielisistä repertuaareista. Kiitos yhteistyöstä, Helka! Hanna Lanton kanssa kävimme 
pitkiä keskusteluja koodinvaihdosta, jonka eri puoliin pääsimme perehtymään 
järjestämällämme kurssilla vierailleiden luennoitsijoiden ja viisaiden opiskelijoiden ansiosta. 
Olen saanut arvokkaita kommentteja työhöni myös muilta monikielisten käytänteiden 
tutkijoilta, kuten Hanna-Ilona Härmävaaralta, Leena Kolehmaiselta, Magdolna Kovácsilta, 
Heini Lehtoselta, Karl Pajusalulta ja Janne Saarikiveltä. Päris töö alguses oli abiks Kristiina 
Praakli, kes nõustas mind sotsiolingvistilise materjali kogumisel. Vastaavaa apua sain myös 
sosiolingvistiikan lukupiiristä, jossa Hanna Lappalainen, Kaarina Mononen ja muut 
lukupiiriläiset  antoivat vinkkejä kyselytutkimuksen tekoon. Teille kaikille: kiitos! 
Toimin Helsingin yliopiston tutkijayhteisössä myös mm. Puhe, toiminta ja 
vuorovaikutus -verkoston kautta, joissa työtäni tsemppasivat Anu Klippi, Jan Lindström, 
Anssi Peräkylä ja Liisa Tainio sekä jatko-opiskelijatoverit Martina Huhtamäki, Timo 
Kaukomaa, Kati Pajo ja Elina Weiste. Analyysitaitoni ja ymmärrykseni keskustelun 
säännönmukaisuuksista kehittyivät keskusteluntutkijoiden datasessiotapaamisissa, joiden 
osallistujat antoivat omaanikin aineistoon uusia näkökulmia. Marja-Leena Sorjonen luki 
työtäni Tvärminnen seminaarissa ja otti minut mukaan perustamaansa Intersubjektiivisuus 
vuorovaikutuksessa -huippuyksikköön. Kiitos kaikille datasessiolaisille, huippuksikköläisille, 
tutkijaseminaarilaisille sekä myös konstruktiopiiriläisille – erityisesti Maria Vilkunalle – 
jotka perehtyivät aineistooni ja teksteihini! Vuorikadun ja päärakennuksen huonetovereiden 
ja naapureiden kanssa käydyt keskustelut liittyivät kielen rakenteisiin ja merkityksiin, 
sosiaaliseen toimintaan tutkimusaineistoissa ja oikeassa elämässä sekä tietysti jatko-opiskelun 
ja tutkimuksenteon käytännön kysymyksiin. Melisa Stevanovicin kanssa pohdiskelimme 
erityisesti keskusteluissa esiintyvää laulua, jota koskeva artikkeli on päässyt mukaan 
väitöskirjaan. Kiitos hyvistä keskusteluista kuuluu kaikkien yllämainittujen henkilöiden 
lisäksi Markus Hamuselle, Sofie Henricsonille, Ilona Herlinille, Riitta Juvoselle, Anni 
Jääskeläiselle, Lari Kotilaiselle, Jaakko Leinolle, Chiara Monzonille, Tapani Möttöselle, 
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Jarkko Niemelle, Liisa Raevaaralle, Anu Rouhikoskelle, Maija Sartjärvelle, Kimmo 
Svinhufvudille, Jenni Viinikalle, Mikko Virtaselle, Tomi Visakolle ja muille työtovereille. 
Työn esitarkastajina toimivat Helena Halmari ja Renate Pajusalu, jotka auttoivat 
muovaamaan sen lopulliseen muotoonsa. Kiitos, Helena! Suur tänu, Renate! This study 
would not be what it is, were it not for the anonymous referees who carefully read and helped 
improve the articles. Thank you! A big thanks also to Dirk Lloyd for proofreading a large 
part of this dissertation! During the PhD process, I had the chance to present my work in 
conferences, symposia and seminars, where participants gave invaluable help in the form of 
questions and comments. Not to mention how much I have learned from listening to 
presentations given by other scholars! I would especially like to thank the participants of the 
Social Action Formats symposium in Oulu 2011, the Kick off seminar of the Finnish Centre 
of Excellence in Intersubjectivity in Interaction in Helsinki 2012, the Crossling symposium 
and ”kinkerit” in Joensuu 2013, as well as the yearly Keskusteluntutkimuksen päivät, 
Sociolinguistics workshops in Tallinn and Eesti ja soome keel teise keelena seminars in Tartu 
and Helsinki. Langnet-tutkijakoulun järjestämät kurssit ja seminaarit tukivat työtäni 
erityisesti väitöskirjaprosessin alussa, jolloin pääsin myös tutustumaan ja keskustelemaan eri 
yliopistoissa vaikuttavien kielentutkijoiden kanssa. Työn alussa vietin lukukauden Tarton 
yliopistossa Tuomas Huumon kutsumana Eesti Teaduste Akadeemia rahastamisel. Kiitos! 
Tänan! Thank you!  
Aivan lopuksi kiitos kuuluu perheelle, ystäville ja sukulaisille, jotka olette 
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Fin., FIN Finnish 
Est., EST Estonian 
1SG, 1PL etc. 1st person singular, 1st person plural etc. (verbal and nominal suffixes, personal pronouns) 
NEG negative 
INF infinitive 
INF1 A- /DA-infinitive (1st infinitive) 
INF2 E-infinitive (2nd infinitive) 
INF3 MA-infinitive (3rd infinitive) 
PST past 
PPAS  past passive  




PP past participle 
PPP past passive participle 
FRQ frequentative 
PL plural (nominative, if not marked otherwise) 
GEN genitive (~accusative -n) 
PAR partitive 











PX possessive suffix 
1NAMEM  1st name, male 
1NAMEF  1st name, female 
CLI clitic 
Q question 
PRT  particle 
DEM demonstrative pronoun 
DEM1 1st demonstrative (tää  etc.) 
DEM2 2nd demonstrative (toi  etc.) 
DEM3 3rd demonstrative (se etc.) 
REL relative (joka) 




AUX auxiliary verb 
ADP adposition 
j palatalised 




. falling pitch 
, level pitch 
? rising pitch 
­ shift to high pitch 
¯ low speech 
word stress 
[ overlap (start) 
] overlap (end) 
(.) pause 0.2 s. 
(0.4) timed pause in seconds 
= a turn start immediately after the previous speaker 
> < fast speech 
< > slow speech 
°   ° quiet speech 
WOrd loud speech 
.hhh inhalation 
hhh. exhalation 
.word word pronounced during inhalation 
he ~ ha laughter 
w(h)ord plosive (laughter) 
£  £ smile voice 
@  @ change in tone 
#  # creaky voice 
(word) doubt in transcription 
(--) an unheard word 
(---) several unheard words 
((  )) comments by the transcriber 
L fist-shaking 
C waving a finger 
CB pointing or waving a finger throughout 







This study is about language use in the community of Finns who live in the city of Tartu, 
Estonia. These first-generation adult migrants have in their linguistic repertoire elements 
from Finnish and Estonian as well as other languages. The focus of the study is 
codeswitching between Finnish and Estonian, a language pair that has been the subject of 
only a few studies of bilingual language. Riionheimo (2007, 2010, 2011) and Kokko (2007) 
have studied the morphological convergence of Finnish and Estonian in the speech of Ingrian 
Finns in Estonia, Hassinen (2002) and Jokela & Paulsen (2010) Finnish-Estonian bilingual 
first language acquisition, Praakli (2009) codeswitching by Estonians who live in Finland, 
and Verschik (2012) and Härmävaara (forthcoming) Finnish-Estonian receptive 
multilingualism as a communication strategy. In an earlier article (Frick 2008) I investigate 
morphological integration by some of the Finns in Estonia who also participated in the 
current study.1  
In the current study, I have chosen to use the word codeswitching, which is 
widely known and established in the research literature (although it has been given different 
meanings). In the following it is used as a cover term for all usage of two languages2 in the 
same stretch of conversation. Some researchers feel that the term should be reserved for 
specific kinds of language contact phenomena: for example, for ones where the pragmatic 
function of the switch is evident, see, e.g. Auer 1998. Some of the questions that are dealt 
with here have also been studied under terms such as code alternation, language alternation, 
code mixing, language mixing, code copying, language negotiation, (nonce) borrowing, and 
polylanguaging. 
The term codeswitching should not be taken literally: in this study, languages 
are not viewed as strictly separate “codes”. Whether speakers actually experience mental 
switches between two separate sets of linguistic entities that can be called Finnish and 
Estonian is a question, to which this study cannot give a definite answer. The analysis of 
language use in interaction reveals that speakers’ orientation towards these linguistic sets of 
resources seems to vary constantly, as they can move from unintentional semantic borrowing 
to rhetorical usage of codeswitching to metalinguistic topics even within a short stretch of 
conversation. This study shows - as have others with different language pairs - that whatever 
the cognitive nature of codeswitching may be, it can happen in several domains of language 
use: phonology, morphology, morphosyntax, syntax and sequential organisation; that it works 
                                               
1 Smaller studies on codeswitching by Finns in Estonia include Klaas (1999), Kataja and Klaas (2003), 
Frick (2003) and the bachelor’s theses by Kataja (2001) and Eenmaa (2008). An on-going PhD project 
by Härmävaara deals with receptive multilingualism in Finnish-Estonian mixed peer groups. 
2 Distinguishing between two languages may become problematic on at least the following 
occasions: 1) when the two monolingual varieties are alike (e.g. because they are closely related), 2) 
when the speakers have habitualised bilingual practices such as loanwords, or 3) when the two 
categories are not locally relevant for the participants (see, e.g. Auer 2007). In a qualitative study 
such as this, the problem can be dealt with by analysing examples in their interactional context, 
where participant orientations are more accessable. The question of speakers’ consciousness about 
codeswitching is addressed in {Voicings} and in subsections 2.2.1 and 2.5.1 below. 
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as a part of the interpersonal communicative apparatus that also includes prosody, embodied 
behaviour and usage of inanimate objects; and that it is therefore through and through a social 
phenomenon.  
Because codeswitching has such enormous scope, I have studied only a 
selection of individual aspects on different levels of language use. These investigations are 
reported in the following articles (with a short name for future reference added in curly 
brackets): 
 
1. {Compounds} Frick, Maria 2009: Suomi–viro-kaksikieliset yhdyssanat. [Finnish-Estonian 
bilingual compound nouns] Folia Uralica Debreceniensia 16. 3–23. 
2. {Voicings} Frick, Maria & Helka Riionheimo (forthcoming): Bilingual voicing: A study 
of codeswitching in the reported speech of Finnish immigrants in Estonia. 
Multilingua 32: 5. 563-598. 
3. {Closings} Frick, Maria 2013: Singing and codeswitching in sequence closings. 
Pragmatics 23: 2. 243-273. 
4. {Facebook} Frick, Maria 2010: Suomi–viro-koodinvaihto Facebookissa. [Finnish-Estonian 
codeswitching on Facebook]. Lähivõrdlusi. Lähivertailuja 20. 49–67. 
 
In this introductory article, I will draw conclusions from these substudies. Section 1.2 
introduces the data and the community of Finns in Estonia and places the current study in a 
more macro-level sociolinguistic framework. Section 2 deals with some of the constructions 
where codeswitching occurs, and addresses questions regarding the nature of grammar and 
especially what can be called bilingual constructions. Sections 3 and 4 focus on the temporal 
unfolding of language in interaction: Section 3 on the emergence of bilingual constructions 
from an on-line interactional perspective and Section 4 on the social consequences of 
codeswitching in the conversational flow. This investigation can thus be placed at the cross-
roads of several currently existing fields of linguistic enquiry: Section 1.2.2 draws from 
sociolinguistic research traditions, while Section 2 touches topics that have been dealt with in 
what is known as construction grammar, and the work as whole, and particularly Sections 3 
and 4 can be said to represent interactional linguistics.  
While many fields within linguistics have a relatively narrow view of grammar 
as an autonomous, rather stable morphosyntactic system that can be studied as such, the field 
of interactional linguistics (see, e.g. Ono & Thompson 1995; Ochs et al. eds. 1996; Couper-
Kuhlen & Selting 2001; Ford et al. 2002; Fox et al. 2012) has widened this view. In the view 
adopted here, grammar is not limited to the morphosyntactics of clauses, but includes 
regularities of language use within phonetics, prosody, clause combining and conversational 
patterns.3 Furthermore, grammar is understood to emerge from interaction. The term 
emergence was first used in linguistics by Hopper (1987, 1998 and 2011). In his view, the 
systematics that we understand as grammar are a result of individuals dealing with recurrent 
social situations and drawing from their memory of similar situations in the past. Hopper’s 
term sedimentation is illustrative of the fact that although many constructions seem relatively 
                                               
3 The term conversational pattern, as used by e.g. Koivisto (2012), refers to regularities in 
conversational structures that do not necessarily form a sequence. A sequence, as defined by 
Schegloff (2007), is a stretch of conversation built around an adjacency pair that performs the main 
pair of actions in that sequence. When talking of sequential patterns of codeswitching I refer to how 




fixed, and can be used for centuries and by large groups of speakers, grammar is never 
entirely rigid or permanent, but can and does change. 
Many linguistic enquiries find interest primarily in that which is well 
sedimented (conventionalised), but the focus of this study is different. Many of the bilingual 
constructions reported here are ephemeral or occur only a few times in the data. They are thus 
examples of how the sediments of language start to crack when speakers acquire a new 
linguistic repertoire. The participants renew their language by adding Estonian elements to 
their Finnish speech, and the mechanisms for doing this become more varied as the language 
contact becomes more intensive during the person’s life in Estonia (see Section 1.2.2). The 
emergence process of bilingual constructions is seen when linguistic constructions are viewed 
as temporal entities that consist of parts that follow each other and that have different roles 
because of that (This is discussed in Section 2). Another manifestation of emergence is seen 
in the bilingual formation of turns that is motivated4 by the preceding course of interaction 
(Section 3). As language is seen as a through-and-through social phenomenon, all linguistic 
phenomena have social consequences (i.e. that which emerges from their usage); those of 




The aim of this section is to introduce the participants in the study and to shed light on the 
principles governing data collection. More information about the data collection and 
participants is given in the articles. It must be noted that the examples and discussions below 
have to do with Finns who have lived in Estonia for up to 17 years mainly for study- and 
work-related reasons, and some of whom had already moved back to Finland by the time of 
recording. Since one of the articles in the dissertation ({Voicings}) is written jointly with 
Helka Riionheimo, it includes recorded interview data from another group of speakers: 
Ingrian Finns, who moved to Estonia in the 1930s and 1940s. The collection of these data is 
introduced in {Voicings} (pages 568-569). The Ingrian Finns did not participate in the 
remaining three substudies, and the findings presented in them and this introductory article do 
not necessarily apply to their language. The morphology of the Ingrian Finns’ speech has 
been described by Riionheimo (2007, 2010, 2011) and Kokko (2007). Riionheimo and Frick 




The primary data used in this study consist of video- and audiorecorded everyday 
conversations, email messages and writings in social media. Participants have given written 
consent for these data to be used for research. The data were collected with the 
methodological objectives of ethnomethodological conversation analysis in mind (see, e.g. 
Sacks 1995, Tainio, ed. 1995). 
                                               
4 The term motivation is used in this study as one that “lies between predictability and arbitrariness” 
(cf. Goldberg 1995: 69). It is descriptive of a “based-on” relationship, where a construction inherits 
some of the characteristics of another construction (ibid: 70). Motivation can be seen as the 
immanent force of emergence, which works in the trinity of the speakers’ cognition, the interaction 
of here-and-now and the social context. 
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The first and foremost principle during data collection was that of naturalness: 
the recordings were only made in situations that could have occurred without the recordings. 
The aim was to capture a variety of the everyday situations that Finns in Estonia take part in, 
and consequently I made recordings in people’s homes, among friends in cafeterias and at 
student association meetings and informal gatherings in academic and cultural institutions. 
This produced a total of 40 hours of recordings, but not all of them were usable for the study 
of conversation. On some occasions there were too few (i.e. one) or too many (up to 25) 
participants present, and on some occasions the people present were not engaged in talking. 
Furthermore, recordings where the main language of communication was Estonian (and not 
Finnish) were not studied. Seven recordings and a total of ca. 15 hours of audio and video-
recorded data proved to be the most useful ones for the purposes of this study. In these 
conversations, there are two to seven participants, who are mostly Finns who live or have 
lived in Estonia. A total of ca. 200 cases of Finnish-Estonian codeswitching were found in the 
spoken data. 
Approximately 1000 email messages were collected from a Finnish student 
association’s mailing lists and another 1000 from a mailing list of a small group of medical 
students. The first collection gave ca. 150 and the latter ca. 400 cases of Finnish-Estonian 
codeswitching. The latter mailing list enabled a longitudinal study of language use of the 
same speakers during a period of three years (Frick 2008), which serves as a source of 
background information for this study. In addition, ca. 50 cases of Finnish-Estonian 
codeswitching were collected from private electronic messages. One of the advantages of 
email data is that the participants are not aware of the data collection at the moment of 
writing (The messages were donated for study purposes only later). There are also bilingual 
language phenomena that can only occur in written data, such as the use of an Estonian plural 
(nominative) marker <d> instead of the Finnish one <t>, a distinction which is not audible in 
the participants’ speech. 
Written data were also collected from Facebook posts. This collection gave ca. 
100 cases of Finnish-Estonian codeswitching. Facebook is a semi-public social media, where 
the friends people have chosen in their network can comment on their posts. {Facebook} was 
written as a discussion-opener on the topic of multilingual language use in this kind of new 
media. The examination of these data showed that the research methods established for 
studying codeswitching in conversation were partly applicable to social media, because the 
chains formed by Facebook posts and their comments bear a resemblance to sequences and 
turns in a multi-party conversation. 
The study benefited from the researcher being a member of the community 
studied, and I made some field notes during the period of data collection (2002-2012). The 
field notes of face-to-face conversations supported many of the findings, but they were not 
used as actual research data. The knowledge I had of some the participants’ background 
proved useful, and more systematic information about the sociolinguistic background and 
language choices of Finns in Estonia was collected on a web-based questionnaire in 2010. 








An exceptional5 period, when all migration from Finland to Estonia stopped for a period of 
ca. 45 years, began after Estonia came under Soviet rule in 1944 (see, e.g. Grünthal, 1998, 
2009). Ethnic (Ingrian) Finns continued to move to Estonia from other parts of the Soviet 
Union, but they were quickly assimilated into the local society and switched to using 
Estonian or Russian even in the most private domains (see, e.g., Riionheimo and Kivisalu 
1994). The breakdown of the Soviet regime in the late 1980s and early 1990s made it 
possible for Finnish citizens to move to Estonia, and the number of study- and work-related 
migrants began to grow. 
 In 2010, a questionnaire (Appendix1) was filled in by 1666 Finns living in 
Estonia (aged 19-75; 106 women and 57 men7), many of whom had also participated in my 
recordings of face-to-face and electronic conversations. Most of the survey respondents were 
students (N= 91) and/or working (N=73). The majority of them (N=99) had lived in Estonia 
for less than five years; 39 respondents for 5 to 10 years; and 28 respondents for more than 10 
years. More precisely, the participants in the study had moved to Estonia in the years 
1989-2010. In the beginning of this period, Estonia had begun to break free of Soviet rule, 
but was still a relatively closed country to foreigners. The Finns who moved to Estonia in the 
21st century, on the other hand, were able to join young but active communities (in the cities 
of Tartu and Tallinn) that had established Finnish students’ unions, schools and 
congregations. What is common to all the participants in this study is that they all socialise 
with both Finns and Estonians in their daily life, and that they have contacts in both countries.  
 A domain analysis, Graph 1 (cf. Fishman 2000) based on the questionnaire 
(Appendix 1) shows that the majority of the participants always or mostly use Finnish in the 
family domain and when writing private or internet diaries and notes. Estonian is preferred in 
service and administrative encounters by a large majority of respondents and in hobbies by 
half of them. One in five always or mostly uses Estonian with their spouses8. Mixed domains 
where the majority uses both Estonian and Finnish, or other languages, include the media, 
work /university, and encounters with friends. Many name English as one of the languages 
they use in these domains, and some respondents in Tallinn also prefer to use English in 
                                               
5 The inhabitants of the areas that are now known as Finland and Estonia have held contact 
throughout history through trade as well as migration from one to the other side of the Gulf of 
Finland, leaving traces in place names as well as in some of the coastal dialects (see, e.g. Mägiste 
1952; Must 1987; Grünthal 1998; 2009; Pitkänen 1992; Söderman 1996; Korkiasaari 2008). In spite of 
the contact, by the time literary Finnish and Estonian were established in the 16th century, the two 
languages had become clearly distinct. Reasons for Finnish migration to Estonia varied throughout 
the centuries. While peasant migrants in the 16th century as well as Finnish soldiers of the Swedish 
army in the 17th century are believed to have settled there permanently, academic migrants of the 
19th century until 1939 tended to return to Finland (see Korkiasaari, op. cit.; Klatt 1988, Sepp 1997). 
6 Finns form a relatively small minority in Estonia (according to the 2011 census 
(www.stat.ee/rel2011) 0,1% of the overall population are Finnish nationals, 0,2% name Finnish as 
their mother tongue and 0,6% claim to be ethnic Finns or Ingrian Finns). The number of survey 
respondents is roughly one-tenth of the 1520 Finnish nationals living in Estonia. Because the 
questionnaire was mainly distributed in electronic form through Estonian Finns’ mailing lists, the 
respondents are more than average likely to be active members of the Finnish community.  
7 Three participants did not mention their gender. 
8 36 of the 118 respondents who had a spouse claimed to speak (always, mostly) Estonian or both 
Estonian and Finnish with them. 32 of the spouses’ mother tongue was Estonian. 
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public domains.9 In private domains, the usage of a third language is partly explained by the 
fact that some respondents were Swedish-speaking Finns (N=8), spoke another first language 
(N=3), or had a spouse whose mother tongue was neither Finnish nor Estonian (N=8). 
  
Graph 1 - Domains of language use 
 
The results of the survey indicate that although one in four respondents has received no 
formal education of Estonian, and another third has studied Estonian for less than three 
months most Finns quickly reach a level of proficiency in Estonian that allows them to use 
the language in some domains10. Only a few respondents have become Estonian dominant in 
all domains, and the vast majority keep up some form of daily usage of Finnish while living 
in Estonia. The current situation is thus very different from the one during the Soviet period, 
when Ingrian Finns living in Estonia seldom used Finnish even in private domains (e.g. 
Riionheimo 2011; Riionheimo & Frick, forthcoming). 
When reading the results, one must keep in mind that the participants of the 
survey were only asked to consider the language choices they make when in Estonia. During 
the prior six months, they had, however, spent an average of one month in Finland - some of 
them spending holidays or weekends there, and some living in Finland for half the week. This 
means that the above domain analysis cannot be used to make conclusions about language 
maintenance in the community (cf. Fishman 2000, Gal 1979:97-129).11 This is typical of 
                                               
9 Extensive use of English as a lingua franca is also reported in Härmävaara’s (forthcoming) study of a 
Finnish-Estonian mixed peer group, where 23 out of 63 respondents use English exclusively and 
another 33 sometimes when communicating with their friends of the other nationality. 
10 The self-described level of language skills of the people who have no formal linguistic education in 
Estonian varies from “very poor” to “almost perfect”. Kaivapalu and Muikku-Werner (2010) have shown 
that the structural and lexical similarities of the two languages help Finns who have no prior knowledge 
of Estonian to partially understand the language (see also Härmävaara, forthcoming). 
11 The domain analysis could, however, contribute to the discussion about the linguistic situation in 
Estonia, but it is not in the scope of this study to pursue this line of analysis any further. To mention 
just one point of comparison (which is only approximate because of differences in the data collection), 
according to Vihalemm (2008) 62% of the Russian-speaking minority in Estonia always or mostly uses 
Russian at work, and 20% switch between Estonian and Russian. Compared to the roughly respective 
numbers 10% and 53% in Graph 1 (The last number also contains those who use a third language, 
English), the preliminary conclusion can be made that a larger proportion of Finns than Russians 
always or mainly uses Estonian at work or studies. The difference (37% vs. 18%) does not, however, 
seem very large considering the overall demographics; Russians, being a large minority that forms 25% 
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urban migration in the 21st century: The increased frequency of travel and new types of media 
can help language maintenance even in situations that in the past decades could have led to 
unstable bilingualism and assimilation (Matras 2009: 50). Furthermore, the current political 
regime no longer forces Finns to hide their ethnic identity, so that compared to the Ingrian 
Finns who migrated to Estonia in the Soviet period, the recent Finnish migrants are much less 
likely to go through linguistic assimilation and first language attrition (Riionheimo & Frick, 
forthcoming). 
When asked questions about codeswitching and language change (e.g. “Do you 
sometimes mix Estonian and Finnish during the same speech situation?” and “Have you 
noticed any effect living in Estonia has had on your Finnish?”), both positive and negative 
answers were given both by people who spend a lot of time in Finland and by those who only 
make occasional short visits there, by people who have lived in Estonia for a short period or 
for several years, and by those who use Estonian in many domains or only a few. 
Qualitatively, examples of bilingual language use reported by survey respondents were in line 
with what was found in the data, and they are used in the following subsection, where I 
discuss some aspects of codeswitching that can be associated with certain groups of speakers. 
I have grouped these in what I call “stages” (although this term is not to be taken literally). 
Establishing a sociolinguistic pattern of codeswitching in the community is not among the 
main objectives of this study, which is why these results are only preliminary. 
The data and analysis so far do not allow claims to be made regarding any 
absolute constraints on language use in the community of Finns in Estonia. Neither can the 
stages presented here be said to be strictly hierarchical in the sense that they could give an 
exact prediction regarding any single speaker’s language use. They are meant to describe 
some aspects of the data studied here, and whether they apply to other data is an empirical 
question yet to be unanswered.   
Stage 1 - When Finns move to Estonia, they usually do not know the language. 
At first, English or Finnish are used in service encounters and Estonian is only seen and 
heard, not spoken. The first Estonian words used include the greeting tere, and the words 
palun ‘please’, aitäh ‘thank you’ and tänan ‘thank you’, which are sometimes also used with 
other Finns. Finnish students in Tallinn report that at service encounters they greet in 
Estonian and ask if the other person speaks English. According to Verschik (2012), Finnish 
tourists probably also rely on reading Estonian signs and understanding cognates. Typically, 
the first stage passes quickly, as the Finns who live in Estonia start learning the language and 
using it more (although some residents of Tallinn remain at this stage for years).  
Stage 2 - At this stage, when speaking or writing to other Finns in Estonia, the 
speakers sometimes use Estonian nouns and verbs, which they typically inflect in Finnish 
(see Frick 2008). Estonian word stems are often modified to a Finnish-like form, by using a 
vowel stem the nominative case: probleemi (cf. Est. probleem ‘problem’). Among the first 
words used are place names, food items and study- or work-related words. Cognates are used 
deliberately as puns. Estonian is used more and more in service encounters, and students - 
especially in Tartu - use Estonian in their studies. They report switching to Finnish as a 
                                                                                                                                                  
of the population, can be expected to be able to use their L1 more than the Finns. Another comparison 
could be made to the “mirror” situation of the current study, Estonians in Finland. According to Praakli 
(2012), ca. 22% of them always or often use Estonian at work. The percentage is thus over twice as 
large as the respective one for Finns in Estonia. Also the percentage of Estonians in Finland is larger 
(0,6% in 2012) than that of Finns in Estonia. 
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communicative strategy when they cannot make themselves understood in Estonian. Some 
Finns who have lived in Estonia for less than a year also report having to search for words in 
Finnish, because an Estonian word comes to mind first. 
Stage 3 - At some point, speakers in otherwise Finnish conversations start to 
use Estonian elements that are also inflected in Estonian. Such morphological non-integration 
is reported by speakers who have lived in Estonia for a little more than a year, but 
occasionally it occurs even earlier (see Frick 2008). It has been suggested (ibid.) that the 
motivation for morphologically non-integrated codeswitching might lie in the use of 
codeswitching as a contextualisation cue (cf. Gumperz 1982) in e.g. reported speech or when 
marking irony. At this stage, speakers start using longer (clausal) Estonian passages for 
contextualisation purposes. Some Finns who have lived in Estonia for more than a year report 
having been told they have an Estonian accent or a “funny rhythm” in their Finnish speech. 
At this stage they start using Estonian morphosyntactic constructions, which differ 
structurally from Finnish (e.g. (ADE) on vaja PAR ‘(someone) need(s) Obj.’ and ALL 
meeldib NOM ‘someone like(s) Subj.’, see Section 2.1.4). Usage of Estonian-like word order 
in Finnish is reported by speakers who have only lived in Estonia for a couple of years, but 
who use Estonian at home. It is probable that this stage is only reached by speakers who 
speak Estonian in their everyday life in more than just simple service encounters. 
Stage 4 - After living in Estonia for several years, speakers report confusion of 
word order, accidental semantic borrowing and not being able to distinguish whether a word 
is Finnish or Estonian. This is also seen in some of the data extracts discussed in the 
following (especially in Sections 2.2.1 and 2.5.1). Some people report unwanted Estonian 
influence in word inflection, consonant gradation and case selection. Others claim that it is 
easier to discuss certain topics in Estonian than Finnish. Some Finns who have lived in 
Estonia for more than ten years claim that they mostly think in Estonian. Nevertheless, the 
Finnish of the participants who participated in the recordings shows only occasional Estonian 
influence. 
The timelines given in the above description of the “stages” of codeswitching 
are based on the earliest observations of the given phenomena. There are, however, speakers 
who, after living in Estonia for nearly ten years, claim that living there has not affected their 
mother tongue. Also the recordings show that some speakers converse for hours without 
codeswitching to Estonian. A more detailed investigation of individual differences between 
speakers falls beyond the scope of this study and therefore remains a task for future research. 
A hypothesis can, however, be formulated that those speakers who use more Estonian in 
more private domains are more likely to move the next stage of codeswitching.  
The stages given above also reflect the origin of the data extracts discussed in 
the articles and in the following sections. Some of the examples of morphologically 
integrated lexical switches are from speakers who have lived in Estonia for only a few 
months, while the examples where codeswitching is used for contextualisation and those of 
Estonian-like word order are from speakers who have lived there at least a couple of years. 
Participants who have lived in Estonia for more than five years have contributed also with 
examples of semantic borrowing that seems unintentional. Nevertheless, the types of 
codeswitching acquired at an earlier stage do not disappear as others are added to the 
speakers’ repertoires. The following section will discuss structural aspects of Finnish-




When describing language, it is convenient to have a term that covers all form-meaning 
pairings such as morphemes, phrase and clause types as well as idiomatic expressions, and 
that is flexible enough to cover phenomena that do not “fit” the categories and rules used in 
the structuralist-generativist tradition. A growing number of linguists find that linguistic 
information is organised in the form of constructions (see, e.g. Ono & Thompson 1995, 
Östman & Fried, eds 2004; Auer & Pfänder 2011) .12 Conversation analysts have used this 
term from the early decades on when referring to the grammatical units that turn 
constructional units comprise (see, e.g. Sacks et al. 1974: 702, 720-721).  Construction 
grammarians have suggested that the whole cognitive basis of all language use exists in the 
form of constructions (Östman 2007).  
Although when discussing constructions, we use articles a or the, they need not 
be countable. Rather, constructions can be seen as a web of generalisations we make about 
language use, about practices that are very different in nature, that overlap and are tightly 
connected with each other, and that are in constant flux (cf. Ono & Thompson 1995). 
Attempts have been made to make theoretical generalisations about the typology of this 
network, of the relations between constructions (see, e.g. Goldberg 1995, Leino 2003: 
83-89), but the current investigation will remain on a more empirical level relying on 
observations made of the current data in comparison to what we know about Finnish and 
Estonian grammar.  
The question may be asked: What are the smallest and largest possible form-
meaning pairings, i.e. constructions? Grammatical morphemes certainly are constructions 
(ibid.: 4), so that, for example, the construction [Plural marker]13 is realised as i, j, ie, ide, itte 
or t in Finnish and de/te, i, d in Estonian.14 But can prosodic features or codeswitching be 
conventionalised enough to have a meaning that is recognisable to members of a community 
(e.g. as a ?[Whining tone] or as ?[Mimicking of Estonians])? In certain forms and certain 
situations they probably can (see, e.g. Haakana & Visapää 2005 and Ogden 2010 on 
conventionalised prosody), but as is discussed in {Voicings}, the meaning of such 
contextualisation cues (cf. Gumperz 1982) is relatively more varied and context dependent.  
At the other end - regarding large units - Östman (2005, 2007) proposes that 
discourse patterns (text-types or genres) are also constructions, and that the sequentiality of 
                                               
12 The word tarind ’construction’ has been widely used for (morpho)syntactic constructions in older 
descriptions of Estonian (e.g. EKG, EKK), but the term seldom gets defined (see, however, Penjam 
and Pajusalu 2006: 150, for whom tarind has a broader meaning than konstruktsioon). In the Finnish 
tradition, the word rakenne translates as both ’construction’ and ’structure’, and is commonly used 
without definition. According to ISK the term muotti, lit. ’mould’ refers to the structural shape or 
frame of a linguistic expression (e.g. in derivation, argument structure, or clause types), whereas 
konstruktio is said to be a mould or other type of multi-unit rakenne. These descriptions are more 
focused on the morphosyntactic form of constructions and less on their meaning aspects. 
13 Square brackets are used to mark constructions. This marking is not done systematically, because 
it would be hard or impossible to identify all constructions mentioned in the text, and because it 
would make the text more difficult to read. 
14 When talking of Finnish and Estonian elements, I will use the standard orthography of the 
respective language. On occasion, this might lead to confusion, as, for example, the Estonian <d> 
marks a voiceless alveolar or post-dental stop that for many speakers is identical to the Finnish 
voiceless dental stop <t> (cf. Ariste 1953: 35-36, ISK §4) . Because of this, the plural nominative case 




turns be included in the construction grammatical description (see also Lindström, 
forthcoming). Following these thoughts, I will briefly explore the similarities that sequence 
types - as presented by Schegloff 2007 – might have with constructions.  This is illustrated 
with the example of so-called sequence closing sequences in 2.4. Sequences differ from 
constructions in that they are, by definition, co-constructed by different speakers taking turns 
in interaction. Although it is possible for clausal constructions also to be co-constructed (see 
Section 2.3.1), it is not the typical case, but the production of a sequence is always the result 
of two (or more) speakers collaborating. The fact that sequences can be described in terms 
similar to single speaker constructions serves as an example of the interactive nature of 
human language. When producing a sequence, the participants act according to certain 
interactional conventions: call them practices, patterns, grammar, or rules as you like. 
Speakers utter turns that on one hand are made up of smaller constructions and that on the 
other hand make up the sequence. 
In the description below, the assumption is made that the meaning of a 
construction is context-dependent to the extent that its usage environment should always be 
accounted for as a part of the meaning of that construction (cf. e.g. Östman 2007; Lindström 
2007: 9 and forthcoming; Wide 2009). Wide (2009:131-132) and Lindström (forthcoming) 
introduce the attribute sequential position or sequentiality, respectively, that can be used to 
characterise the sequential position of turns in interaction. I will use a more general attribute 
position, which is applicable to constructions of different sizes. Thus, in my description, the 
position of each construction is relative to its “size” and the context of the “next in size” - 
e.g. morpheme in a word, word in a phrase, phrase in a clause or turn, turn in a sequence etc. 
- and the larger context a construction is typically used in becomes evident from the 
description of those larger constructions. This links to what will be further elaborated on in 
Section 3: the emergence of bilingual constructions in interaction.  
As do many works within construction grammar and other traditions of 
linguistics, this enquiry begins on a strictly synchronic level: time is stopped and occurrences 
of bilingual constructions are analysed in relative isolation. What will become more and more 
evident towards the end of Section 2 is the role time plays in the unfolding of constructions. 
The “left” and “right” of many constructions are essentially different, because it is the role of 
the “left” to project the “right” and the role of the “right” to add on to what has been said on 
the “left”. It is on this temporally constrained meaning opposition within a construction that 
codeswitching often finds its motivation. The aim in Section 2.1 is to describe briefly the 
different ways in which codeswitching happens in the data. Sections 2.2-2.4 give an 
overview of some of the bilingual constructions studied in the articles and the Finnish and 
Estonian constructions that are behind them. They thus contribute to the discussion about 
linguistic categories that attract codeswitching (cf. e.g. Johanson 2002: 286, 309–310; 
Verschik 2008: 100; Praakli 2009, Matras 2009: 149–165). In 2.5, generalisations are made 





My study of the Finnish-Estonian data shows that there are four basic ways in which 
constructions can be bilingual: 1) when a construction that is shared by the two languages is 
fitted with morphs from the two languages; 2) when the lexical and/or morphosyntactic form 
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of a construction is from one language, but semantic characteristics from another; 3) when 
the morphosyntactic form of a construction is a bilingual blend; and 4) when a construction 
that is only typical of one language is fitted with morphs from the other or both languages. 
Because I have only investigated conversations where mostly Finnish is spoken, the 
“direction” of interest here is that from Estonian (L2) to Finnish (L1), see Figure 1. 
 






Finnish = Estonian Finnish = Estonian Finnish & Estonian 
2) Semantic borrowing Estonian Finnish Finnish 
3) Blend Finnish & Estonian Finnish & Estonian Finnish  
4) Insertion (Est. to Fin.) Finnish = Estonian Finnish (Finnish &) Estonian 
    Insertion (Fin. to Est.) Finnish = Estonian Estonian Finnish 
Figure 1 – Types of Finnish-Estonian bilingual constructions 
 
The assumption made in point 1) in Figure 1, that constructions can be shared by two 
languages, challenges the monolingual bias in the majority of construction grammatical work, 
where constructions are considered to belong to a language (J. Leino, personal 
communication 2.10.2012, cf. Auer 2007). Finnish and Estonian share constructions because 
of their common history as related languages and their belonging to the same linguistic area, 
which has resulted both in their contact with each other and with structurally similar 
languages - mainly that of Finnish with Swedish and Estonian with German (see, e.g. 
Grünthal 1998, 2003: 160-162; Metslang 2009).  
Constructions that are often the same or very similar in Finnish and Estonian 
include inflected nouns and verbs, compounds, predicative (i.e. subject complement or 
predicate nominal15) clauses, existential clauses and voicing (i.e. reported speech) 
constructions (see sections 2.2-2.3). Nevertheless, even when underlying structures are 
similar, the speakers’ lexical choices almost always make the actual speech products 
identifiable as either Finnish or Estonian. Furthermore, some of the extracts discussed in 
Sections 3 and 4 show how participants can assign a value (e.g. “Estonian”) to a linguistic 
element during the course of a conversation. This means that while “Estonian” and “Finnish” 
(or any other languages, for that matter) are not typologically completely distinct entities, 
they are, most of the time, existing categories, about which the participants are rather 
conscious. Although the fact that this study deals with the cases in which these distinctions 
get blurred may create the illusion of constant negotiation between the two varieties, the 
majority of turns in the data are non-negotiably monolingual. 
With this in mind, we can, in the next subsections, return to the four major types 
of bilingual constructions that were introduced in Table 1.  
 
 	
                                               
15 In the Finnic tradition the term predicative (predikatiivi, Fin.; predikatiiv, öeldistäide, Est.) is used 





When the two languages have a semantically and morphosyntactically shared construction 
whose lexical realisation is different, codeswitching can occur by simply fitting it with 
lexemes and grammatical morphemes from two different languages. This kind of 
codeswitching is similar to congruent lexicalisation in Muysken’s (2000) terms16 with the 
corrective that in Finnish-Estonian codeswitching not only words but also grammatical 
affixes can be used from either language. This is possible because allomorphs are usually 
slightly different in Finnish and Estonian, but most morphological categories are shared. 
Henceforth, (if not stated otherwise) when speaking of Estonian or Finnish morphemes, I 
refer to the form they are realised in - the allomorphs - in that particular language. In extract 
(1) ülesande-i-d ‘assignments’ is made up of Estonian morphemes but is used in a clausal 
construction that has the same morphological categories in Finnish and Estonian (including a 
complement in the partitive plural case). Extract (1) is from an email message on a students’ 
mailing list (see Frick 2008). The monolingual translations17 in this and the following extracts 
have been compiled by me. Estonian morphemes are underlined in the gloss line and 
bilingual homophones (the plural marker) marked with dotted underlining. The morphemes 
that are not underlined in the gloss line are Finnish ones. 
 
(1) 
‘But if anyone finds any assignments’ 
bilingual Jos joku kuitenkin löytä ä jotain ülesande i d 
cf. Fin Jos  joku kuitenkin löytä ä jotain tehtäv i ä 
cf. Est Kui keegi siiski leia b mingeid ülesande i d 
gloss if anyone still find 3SG some.PAR assigment PL PAR 
cf. Fin if anyone still find 3SG some.PAR assigment PL PAR 
cf. Est if anyone still find 3SG some.PAR assigment PL PAR 
 
If we adopt the view from construction grammar that a construction is a semanto-syntactic 
abstraction, a cognitive mould that is realised as a construct when fitted with lexical items, 
the second, third and fourth row in (1) should be called constructs, and the construction 
would be represented by the uppermost row, where an English translation represents the 
meaning of the construction, and the glosses that represent its morphosyntactic form. Since 
these are identical in Finnish and Estonian, the strict construction grammatical view would be 
that in cases of congruent lexicalisation, the construction itself is not bilingual. The line 
between a construct and construction is, however, vague, firstly because some constructions 
                                               
16 Muysken differentiates between three types of codeswitching (code-mixing in his terms): 
congruent lexicalisation, insertion (see Section 2.1.4 below), and alternation, which involves 
switching between ”structures from languages”(op. cit., 3). Muysken’s theory poses the clause as 
the main unit or ’structure’ in a language, and for him, the difference between insertion and 
alternation is that of clause-internal vs. inter-clausal codeswitching. For the current study, such a 
premise would be problematic, because, as will be discussed below, codeswitching in constructions 
that consist of one word or many, or a clause or many, is strikingly similar both regarding their 
bilingual formation and their usage in interaction.  
17 Many different translations can be formed of an utterance, and the aim here - as well as in the 
examples to follow - is to provide the reader with one possible monolingual rough equivalent of the 
target utterance. The translations I have chosen are idiomatic, yet morpho-syntactically as close to 
the bilingual original as possible. 
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(e.g. lexemes and idiomatic expressions) are phonetically determined (cf. Goldberg 1995: 7), 
and secondly, a distinction between construct and construction becomes irrelevant when the 
construction is highly abstract, as in the case of [noun] – to the extent that it has no clear 
semantic properties of its own (the semantics therefore only being semantics of each separate 
construct).  This is one of the two reasons why I will not try to separate the linguistic 
matter/tokens from pattern/type by using the term construct in the following. The second 
reason is that, although I agree that cognitive abstractions of language must exist, there is no 
other way for the analyst to access these abstractions than through observations of language 
use (cf. Linell 2009: 108). Others have gone even further by referring with the term 
construction only to the speech level and “not the level of grammatical knowledge” (Auer & 




Shared form, different meanings. In many cases, only the semantic aspects of a 
construction are taken from another language. This happens most often with bilingual 
homophones - cognates and other constructs that sound similar in the two languages but may 
have different meanings. Thus, when a Tartu Finn writes helistämällähän tavoittaa, she 
means ‘you can reach me by telephoning’ < Est. helista- ‘telephone (verb)’ and not ‘you can 
reach me by jingling’ which is what the word would mean in monolingual18 Finnish19. 
Semantic codeswitching as a part of bilingual constructing is discussed in {Compounds} (see 
also Section 2.2.3 below). Semantic borrowing of bilingual homophones is discussed further 




Different constructions - use both. In some cases (see Section 3.2) the speakers use, in an 
otherwise Finnish sentence, Estonian-like word order. These cases can be viewed as blends of 
a Finnish and Estonian clausal construction. There are not many cases in the data where the 
form of a bilingual construction would be novel in this strict sense, but one such example, 
namely an existential construction [NP_INE on kirjassa X] ‘it says X on’ is discussed in 
Section 2.3.1: mitä askissa on kirjassa ‘what it says on the pack’. In this case Finnish and 
Estonian have different constructions for expressing a meaning, and the bilingual formation is 
a blend of the two. Although blends are not common in the data at hand, many older Ingrian 
Finnish immigrants have reached a stage where they are (see Riionheimo 2011; Riionheimo 
& Frick, forthcoming). These cases are not entirely in accord with the so-called equivalence 
constraint (Poplack 1980), which states that the switching boundary between fragments 
occurs between two constituents that are ordered in the same way in both languages.  
  
 	
                                               
18 In the context of this study, I mean by monolingual Finnish the linguistic resources of those 
speakers who do not know Estonian (and vice versa, by monolingual Estonian varieties spoken by 
people who do not know Finnish). The term should not be taken literally, because there is no such 
thing as a uniform monolingual variety of these languages.  





Different constructions - use one. A fourth possibility is that the morphological or 
morphosyntactic form of the construction follows just one of the languages, but morphemes 
are taken (also) from the other. This is called insertion in Muysken’s (2000) terms. Muysken 
proposes that there is more congruent lexicalisation (cf. point 1 above) than insertion in 
closely related languages, because a large number of the structures are shared. Finnish and 
Estonian do, however, have a number of differences in, for example, derivation, non-finite 
verbal marking, case selection, word order etc., which results in insertional switching. Extract 
(2) illustrates this with a clause in which the respective Estonian construction would use a 
different non-finite verbal category as well as a different case marking. The extract is from an 
email message to a students’ mailing list.  
 
(2) 
‘Where should (one /I /you /we…) read the avitaminoses for pathoanatomy?’ 
bilingual mi stä pitä ä luke e patoanatomia an noi avitaminoosi d 
cf. Fin mi stä pitä ä luke e patoanatomia an noi avitaminoosi t 
cf. Est ku st pea b luge ma patoanatoomia ks neid avitaminoos e 
gloss Q- ELA must 3SG read 1INF pathoanatomy ILL DEM_PL_NOM avitaminosis PL_NOM 
cf. Fin Q- ELA must 3SG read 1INF pathoanatomy ILL DEM_PL_NOM avitaminosis PL_NOM 
cf. Est Q- ELA must 3SG read 3INF pathoanatomy TRA DEM_PL_PAR avitaminosis PL_PAR 
 
A comparison of Finnish and Estonian constructions shows that the verb pitä- (Fin.) / pida-
(Est.) ‘must’ takes a complement in the first (-A / -dA) infinitive in Finnish, but third (-mA) 
infinitive in Estonian, and that the verb luke- / luge- ‘read’ can take a nominative complement 
in Finnish but requires the partitive in Estonian (also the elative case is possible in both 
languages). Even though in avitaminoosid the nominative marker -d is spelled as in Estonian, 
the clause in (2) follows the Finnish morphosyntactic pattern.  
  The opposite happens when an Estonian morphosyntactic construction is used 
together with Finnish lexemes. This is discussed in Section 3.2 below, with examples of word 
order. The discussions show that differences between Estonian and Finnish word order are 
not absolute, but rather such that a word order that is rare or not quite suitable for a particular 
purpose in one of the languages, is common and expectable in the other (see also Huumo 
1993). Another example of the usage of a morphosyntactic construction that is not impossible 
but rare20 in Finnish and very common in Estonian is the clausal construction [NP_ALL 
meeldib X] ‘NP likes X’ in (3), where also the finite verb is in Estonian. (3) is an extract from 
an email message written on a Finnish students' mailing list, where there has been previous 
discussion about ordering a course t-shirt and possible texts that could be printed on it.  
 
(3) 
Original: Translation (Estonian underlined): 
  
                                               
20 In support for my intuition on the commonness and colloquiality of the different constructions 
used to express '(I) like', searches were made for them on an internet search engine. Although the 
results are only suggestive, they are indicative of a strong preference for elative-constructions (99% 
of the searched liking-constructions) in Finnish, and for nominative-constructions in Estonian. 
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Tere Anna21 :) Hi Anna :) 
Haluan paidan ja sun idea meeldib yhä  
sen suhteen (...kahjustab sinu tervist jne.)  
Mä tulen uskollisena rühmakaaslasenasi sinne 
ens viikon valikuun, oon laittanu ylös(…) 
I want a shirt and I still like your idea  
about it (…damages your health etc). 
As your loyal groupmate I will come to 
the elective next week, I’ve written 
down(…) 
 
The bilingual construction in (3) is the following (3a): 
 
(3a) 
‘still like your idea’ 
bilingual su -n idea meeldi -b yhä     
cf. Fin    tykkää -n yhä su -n idea sta 
cf. Est su  idee meeldi -b ikka     
gloss 2SG -GEN idea please -3SG still     
cf. Fin    please -1SG still 2SG -GEN idea -ELA 
cf. Est 2SG.GEN  idea please -3SG still     
 
 
The clause sun idea meeldib yhä sen suhteen '(I) still like your idea about it' contains a lexical 
switch to Estonian that is the finite verb of the sentence, which motivates the word order and 
case selection of the NPs (or vice versa: it is also possible that it is the word order and case 
selection that motivates picking an Estonian verb). A typical way to say '(I) like your idea' in 
Finnish would be with an elative-construction tykkää-n su-n idea-sta (like-1SG 2SG-GEN 
idea-ELA) and while a construction similar to the Estonian one su-n idea miellyttä-ä (2SG-
GEN idea please-3SG) is possible also in Finnish, it is rare and literary in style. Regardless of 
the rarity of this Finnish construction [NOM miellyttää (PAR)] its existence may still 
facilitate switching to the similar Estonian construction. In the emails of this particular group 
of students meeldib is relatively popular, being the most common verb with five occurences 
within a total of 300 intrasentential switches to Estonian during their first three years of living 
in Estonia. This suggests that even at a very early stage of language contact, people are able 
and willing to use morphosyntactic constructions that are different from those in their mother 
tongue.  
 Having now looked at how Finnish and Estonian are used bilingually in 





In this and the following sections, I present an overview and discuss some of the bilingual 
constructions found in the data as well as their monolingual counterparts. Although the seven 
constructions selected here are ones that have attracted a lot of codeswitching in the data, 
they are by far not the only ones that do so. I will start with one-word constructions in 
Section 2.2, then move on to clausal and clause-combining constructions in 2.3, and then to a 
                                               
21 All names of people in the data have been changed. 
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sequence type in 2.4. The constructions discussed here are ones that are morphosyntactically 
and semantically very similar in Finnish and Estonian, and for the most part, the bilingual 
constructs thus represent congruent lexicalisation or semantic borrowing.  
The accounts in this and the following subsections are also meant to serve as an 
introduction to (monolingual) Finnish and Estonian grammar - they rely on a selection of 
contemporary grammatical descriptions - but the main focus is on how each construction is 
realised bilingually in the data. Each section starts with a table that shows some formal, 
positional and meaning aspects of the construction at hand, as well as a few constructs. The 
bilingual constructs are from the data, while the monolingual ones are their possible 
counterparts (translated by me). As in the previous sections, all constructs are glossed so that 
Estonian morphemes are underlined and bilingual homophones marked with a dotted 
underlining. Finnish morphemes are glossed with no underlining. If the gloss or translation 




The first construction to be discussed is that of verbs (Table 1). I have chosen to present [verb 
stem] as the target construction, because the number of Finnish and Estonian derivational and 
inflectional forms is very large and the categories overlap only partially. Some of the 
inflected forms are listed here as positions for using verb stems. The example constructs are 
given in their inflected form. 
 
Name: verb stem 
Form: vowel stem (“weak” and “strong”), consonant stem 
Position: [V_FINITE], [V_INF1], [V_INF2], [V_INF3], [V_PCP], [V_PP], [V_PPP]... 
Meaning:  Expresses activity or change, states, mental states or changes, and modality. (ISK) 
cf. Extract  (4) (5) (6) 
Constructs, 
Finnish: 








hulkku-u  roam-3SG 
‘roams’ 
esine-e  occur-3SG 
‘occurs’ 




Hakulinen et al. (2004, = ISK) give a definition of the meaning of verbs: They “express 
activity or change, states, mental states or changes, and modality” (see also Pajusalu 2009: 
64-77). The existence of a distinct semantic category of verbs has been questioned (e.g. 
Goldberg 1995:27, cf. Hopper & Thompson 1983), and some might argue that Finnish and 
Estonian verbs could be regarded as a purely morphosyntactic category rather than a 
construction. There are many accounts of Finnish and Estonian verb morphology (see, e.g. 
ISK §444–520, EKG §36–65, 128–132, 167–252, and for a contrastive accout Remes 2009). 
Verb stems are used somewhat differently in Finnish and Estonian, and adjustments are 
sometimes made in codeswitching. In (4) the speaker uses an Estonian verb stem hulg/ku- 
‘roam’, which does not exist in monolingual Finnish, but adjusts the consonant gradation to 
fit the Finnish pattern: The 3rd person singular form in Finnish requires a strong stem 
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(hulkku-,  cf. weak in Estonian: hulgu- [hulGu-]).22 Extract (4) is from a conversation 
between a couple at home, looking out the window and discussing dogs they see outside. 
 
(4) 
01 Timo: Nii noi ei o niinku (mitää) villei sinänsä. 
 Yeah they’re not like wild or anything 
02 Tapio: No  ei  mutta ¯mua    inhottaa     
 PRT NEG but   1SG:PAR disgust:3SG 
 kyllä se   ku   ne, 
 PRT   DEM3 that 3PL 
 Well no, but I’m disgusted by them 
03  (0.8) 
® Hulkkuu  tossa. 
 roam:3SG DEM2:INE 
 roaming there. 
 
Integration of consonant gradation patterns has been reported by several studies of Finnish-
Estonian language contact (see Hassinen 2002, Kaivapalu 200523, Riionheimo 2007).  In 
addition to this, the switch in line 04 is integrated to Finnish by a Finnish suffix (lengthening 
of the stem vowel). Also the lack of agreement with the plural subject is a Finnish feature. 
This kind of integrated codeswitching of verbs has been called indirect insertion by Matras 
(2009: 176, cf. Muysken 2000: 184). Matras (op.cit. 176-183) argues that it is a tendency to 
integrate borrowed verbs phonologically or morphologically rather than to borrow 
conjugational patterns.   
The long pause preceding the switch is probably indicative of processing and 
possibly an initial search for a Finnish word. The speaker, Tapio, has lived in Estonia for 
more than ten years, but he engages in codeswitching very rarely, and his preference for 
monolingual Finnish would explain the integration. Namely, it has been argued that verbs are 
often integrated because of so called predicate anchoring (Matras 2009: 182-183): that the 
predicates symbolise the speaker’s choice of language even when in bilingual mode. There 
are examples in the data that support this theory more clearly - see (5). Extract (5) is from an 
email message, in which a student reports exam questions to her course mates. Similar 
examples of reporting exam questions are analysed in {Voicings} and by Frick (2008). 
 
(5) 
Mis on        normoblasti-d, milloin esine-e       perifeerse-s      vere-s? 
Q    be.3SG normoblast-PL Q          occur-3SG  peripheral-INE blood-INE 
‘What are normoblasts and when do they occur in peripheral blood?’ 
 
                                               
22 The character G marks a semivoiced short stop (cf. Uralic Phonetic Alphabet). Finnish and Estonian 
stops can be placed on the following continuum from short voiced to long /double voiceless:  <g> 
Fin. | <g> Est. | <k> Fin. | <k> Est. | <kk> Fin. | <kk> Est. (and the same for <b> / <p> and <d> / <t>. 
Both languages use “weak” and “strong” stems: pairings of a shorter/voiced and longer/voiceless 
stop occur in different positions of the paradigm. The paradigms are different in the two languages, 
which is why the 3rd person singular of consonant graded words is often much “stronger” in Finnish 
than in Estonian (see, e.g. Remes 2009 for a detailed account). 
23 Hassinen (2002) and Kaivapalu (2005) approach the question as a problem of language acquisition. 
This is justifiable especially in Kaivapalu’s case where the data is drawn from language testing 
situations. The speaker in (4), Tapio, has a high command of Estonian and would be able to produce 
a form that resembles monolingual Estonian, if he chose to do so.  
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In (5) an Estonian verb is used in a similar way as in the previous example: It is integrated 
with a Finnish suffix and lacks agreement with the plural subject. The word is, however, 
without consonant gradation and can therefore be used without modification of the stem. In 
contrast to (4), the writer of (5) does not attempt to produce monolingual Finnish, but is in a 
bilingual mode, switching between Finnish, Estonian and homophonous morphemes. In this 
context, the integration of the verb could be said to demonstrate predicate anchoring. 
 Sometimes only a meaning aspect is taken from the other language, as was 
mentioned (in 2.1.2) about the usage of helistä- ‘to telephone’ pro ‘jingle’ (cf. Estonian 
helista- ‘to telephone’). Bilingually homophonous verbs that sound the same but have slightly 
different meanings can sometimes create misunderstandings. Respondents to the 
questionnaire report accidental usage, in monolingual settings, of, for example, the Finnish 
verb pyörty- ‘to faint’ in the meaning ‘to turn to’, as in Estonian pöördu-.24 In (6) the 
homophonous verb stem is arva-, which means ‘think (be of the opinion)’ in Estonian and 
‘guess’ in Finnish. (6) is a discussion between two friends who are working as a committee 
that selects the nominee for a book price. 
 
(6) 
01 Kaarlo: =mä laittasin tälle. ((pointing to a name))  
 I’d give it to him/her 
02 Sari: °Mh-m.° 
 Uhm. 
03  (1.6) 
® Kaarlo: Mitä arvaaD, 
 Q    think:2SG 
 What do you think? 
05  (1.0) 
06 Sari: Mm-m. 
 Uhum. 
07  (8.0) ((Kaarlo starts writing a dedication in the price book.)) 
 
In line 04 Kaarlo uses the verb stem arva- in its Estonian meaning ‘think ~ be of the opinion’, 
thus forming a question that would not make sense in monolingual Finnish. The second 
person singular suffix is also homophonous, but the conjugated form has a lengthening of the 
stem vowel which is only typical of Finnish. Sari’s response (in line 06) is slightly delayed, 
which may result from processing the bilingual utterance. The speaker in (6), Kaarlo, often 
engages in reflecting on his own language use; he claims to keep his speech monolingual and 
not to engage in codeswitching. His monitoring of language use is seen in self-corrections 
and when he corrects others’ bilingual speech. It is therefore probable that his usage of arvaat 
in the Estonian meaning happens below the level of consciousness (see Gumperz 1982: 61), 
resembling the accidental semantic borrowings reported by several informants. This finding 
supports the idea that both languages are present even when a bilingual speaks monolingually 
(see Kroll et al. 2008).  
More evidence that verbs are especially sensitive to involuntary semantic 
borrowing is found in fiction. In the autobiographical novel Hepoa Tallinnaan, the author 
                                               
24 One of the most striking accounts was that of a Finnish doctor who had conducted her studies in 
Estonia but now works in Finland. She reported telling a stroke patient’s son that his father may faint 
in the emergency room (pyörtyä ensiapuun), when meaning to say that he may seek advice from 
there (cf. Est. pöörduda ‘turn to’). 
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Marjo Näkki writes about life as a journalist in the Baltics. The book is targeted at a Finnish 
reader who does not know Estonian, and its many codeswitchings to Estonian are always 
translated to Finnish. There is one exception to this (on page 265) where the verb asenta- is 
used in its Estonian meaning ‘substitute’ instead of the Finnish ‘install’ (7). The usage of this 






Itse asiassa korruptionvastaisen viraston 
omiakin työntekijöitä oli tuomittu rikoksista, 
sillä he olivat puolestaan ohjailleet viraston 
takavarikoimia lahjusrahoja omiin 
taskuihinsa. Sen takia viraston johtaja oli 
saanut lähteä. Nyt häntä asensi Alvis, joka ei 
maanitteluistani huolimatta suostunut 




Even some employees of the anti-
corruption office had been convicted for 
having pocketed some of the arrested 
bribe money. The director had been 
removed from office. He was substituted 
(Fin. ‘installed’) by Alvis, who didn’t, 
despite my persuation, dare sit on the 
director’s chair for photographs. 
In (7) the bilingual homophone asenDa- (Est. ‘to substitute’, Fin. ‘to install’) is used in its 
Estonian meaning, but the form is nevertheless the Finnish asensi - the simple past tense 
would be asendas in Estonian. This kind of bilingual usage reflects the nature of 
constructions being such a combination of form and meaning that bilingual speakers may 
draw from both sides of their repertoire (see a continuation of this discussion in 2.5.1). What 
seems to be the tendency for verbs is that if the verb stem is a bilingual homophone, it can be 
conjugated in a way that matches the surrounding text, but still draw its meaning from the 
other language (see also Riionheimo 2007: 161). Extracts (6) and especially (7) show that this 
kind of usage of homophonic verbs is often an involuntary slip of the tongue.  
 In sum, Estonian verbs in the data are usually (but not always, cf. Extract (3)) 
integrated into the Finnish language base by adjusting the stem and using Finnish suffixes. 
Sometimes, in the case of cognates that have different meanings, an Estonian meaning is used 
with a verb that looks or sounds Finnish (see further discussion in 2.5.1). This can happen 




This section gives a brief introduction to the category of nouns in Finnish and Estonian, as 
well as an account of some of the many ways the participants in the current study form and 
use bilingual nouns. There are fewer possible suffixes that can be used with Finnish and 
Estonian nouns than verbs, which is why it is easier to present nouns as a single construction 
together with the suffixes they take; see Table 2. 
 
Name: noun 
Form: [stem]* + [derivational suffix] + [PL] + [CASE_GEN~PAR~ILL~INE…] + [PX]** 
*Only the stem is compulsory. **There are no possessive suffixes in Estonian. 
Position: NP 
Meaning: Classifies or identifies an entity (ISK) 





jannu-j-a   jannu-PL-PAR aula-ssa   





jõmm-e        jõmm-PL.PAR aula-s   





jõmm(-)e-j-ä  jõmm-(-PL)-PL-PAR 
‘blokes’ 
aula-ssa aula-INE 
‘in the assembly hall’ 




Semantically, a noun is said to either classify or identify an entity (ISK, definitions). A broad 
semantic definition that allows almost anything to be a noun raises the question whether 
[Noun] is a construction or merely a morphosyntactic category that lacks semantics of its 
own. Hopper and Thompson (1983) suggest that the categories of noun and verb are 
manifested only when the discourse requires them to be: Outside discourse, forms are 
acategorial. In other words, the “positional” aspect of the construction is crucial: A noun is a 
noun only if used in a construction as an NP. Although the meaning of [Noun] is hard to 
define, morphosyntactically it is a relatively25 clear category. Finnish and Estonian nouns are 
inflected in number and case, and the paradigms are similar for the most part, although there 
are many differences in the morphological realisation of the paradigms (see, e.g. ISK §78-98, 
EKG I: §19-35, 149-166, and for a contrastive account: Remes 2009). Finnish and Estonian 
noun stems can be formed through derivation (see ISK § 155-159) or compounding, which is 
discussed in 2.2.3.  
Of the three nouns in Table 2, jõmmejä ‘blokes’ has a clearly classifying 
function as the head of a predicative in the spoken utterance in which it occurs (8). The fact 
that the word is not meant to identify any specific ‘blokes’ is conveyed with the indefinite 
pronoun jotai ‘some’ and particle iha ‘just’. The fact that the word stem is Estonian can be 
motivated by the fact that it refers to Estonian men. A codeswitched word is thus 
semantically more specific than a monolingual one would be (cf. Backus 2001). 
 
(8) 
EI  korporantteja   ku  ne  oli    jotai    iha  
NEG frat_guy:PL:PAR PRT 3PL be:PST INDF.PAR PRT 
kadulta    tulleita       jõmmejä. 
street:ABL come:PP:PL:PAR bloke:PL:PAR 
’No, they weren’t frat guys, they were just some regular blokes from the street’ 
 
The -e in jõmme could be analysed in two ways. It is rather typical that the participants 
integrate Estonian nouns into Finnish paradigms by using the words’ vowel stems in places 
where Estonian uses a consonant stem (e.g. nominative singulars probleemi, cf. Est. probleem 
– GEN probleemi; and mängu, cf. Est. mäng – GEN mängu). In the case of jõmm, using the 
Estonian stem vowel -i is places the word into the Finnish paradigm that is most common for 
foreign words – one where the stem vowel is -i- in singular and -e- in plural (cf. ISK §151).  
Another possible analysis is that the -e is an Estonian partitive plural suffix -e, which would 
                                               
25 Morphologically, out of the components a Finnish or Estonian noun comprises, only derivational 
suffixes are specific to nouns (although not all: for example, in Estonian, the diminutive suffix -ke can 
be used with adjectives and adverbs as well). Some of the same stems (see, e.g. ISK §173-292) as 
well as plural, case, and (Finnish) possessive marking occur also with words that are traditionally 
classified as adjectives or verbs (see, e.g. ISK §438, and §490 on the nominal characteristics of non-
finite verb forms). Furthermore, all Finnish and Estonian verbs can be denominalised with -mis(e)- 
and other suffixes. 
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mean that the form jõmmejä carries two partitive plural suffixes. In any case, inflecting the 
word with Finnish suffixes makes jõmmejä a case of integrated codeswitching (cf. Frick 
2008). Because it occurs in a construction that is morphosyntactically Finnish (In Estonian 
the subject complement would be in the nominative, not the partitive case), it is, in 
Muysken’s (2000) terms, an insertion. 
 The noun in the next extract (9) aulassa ‘in the assembly hall’ is trickier to 
define semantically. It both classifies an entity as belonging to the category of ‘halls’ and 
most probably identifies it as the Assembly Hall of the University of Tartu. The word is used 
by a student called Pekka in an email message that is a response to another student’s joking 
proposal to make a play about immunology. The actors would be assigned roles like 
macrophage, immune globulin and allergy. 
 
(9) 
repesin tossa Pekka allergia kohdassa :-) Tarvitaan enään puvustus ja sitten näytellään 
 esitys aulassa :-) 
‘I laughed out loud at Pekka (playing the part of) allergy. Now all we need is costumes 
and then we act the play out in the assembly hall’  
 
Since the word aula means ‘foyer’ or ‘lobby’ in Finnish and ‘assembly hall’ in Estonian, here 
it could mean either. The connotations of the words puvustus ‘costumes’ and näytellä ‘to 
play-act’ are, however, those of a professional play in a theatre or other solemn surroundings.  
It is therefore probable that the word is to be understood as a proper name of specifically the 
one assembly hall most residents of Tartu know as aula. This can thus be either taken as an 
example of how sometimes only the semantics of a construction is taken from Estonian, or as 
usage of an Estonian place name that just happens to also be a word in Finnish. In the latter 
case, (9) is just like (8) - an integrated switch used in congruent lexicalisation. 
 The third example, Ansake, is a clear case of a proper noun that is used to 





Meeldetuletus vil!lien listan lukijoille.  
Ja mikäli halajat majoitusta Tampere-
majassa (etkä ole Nora tai Sepi:), ota 
minuun yhteyttä asap! 
Ansake 
 
Translation (Estonian underlined): 
 
Reminder to the readers of the alumni 
list. And if you want to have 
accomodation in Tampere Maja (and you 
are not Nora or Sepi :), contact me asap! 
Ansake 
 
Ansake is one of the examples in the data where an Estonian diminutive suffix is used with a 
Finnish word (see also Riionheimo and Frick, forthcoming). In a strict sense, this is not 
codeswitching, because proper names do not belong to any language. The phenomenon is 
reported here, because it is the only case in which the participants in the study use Estonian 
grammatical suffixes with other than Estonian words. 
The suffix -ke exists in Finnish, but is not very productive and would not be 
used with proper nouns. In Estonian, this suffix, -ke(ne) is very productive and is also used 
with proper nouns. What is different about this example, however, is its pragmatics. In 
monolingual Estonian -ke(ne) or other diminutive suffixes are usually not used with one’s 
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own name when signing e-mails26, but in the Finnish-Estonian data there are two people who 
use it in their own signature. This usage is similar to some Finnish diminutive suffixes, such 
as -sku, -ska, -nu, and -de, that Finns use to create nicknames for themselves as well as others 
(Ainiala et al. 2008: 250, cf. Sartjärvi in preparation).27 Therefore this could also be said to be 
a Finnish construction fitted with a proper noun and an Estonian suffix. The Finnish usage of 
Estonian -ke(ne) is an example of how a language contact situation can result in a borrowed 
morpheme having a wider meaning than in the donor language: This suffix is used 
productively as in Estonian (with all kinds of nouns) and even more - also with reference to 
oneself in email signatures.  
 In sum, there is a tendency (not a rule) that it is common for Estonian nouns to 
be used in the data when referring to something Estonian. Codeswitching can thus specify the 
meaning of the word to the category of ‘something related to Estonia’. As was discussed in 
Section 2, nouns are sometimes integrated to the Finnish language base morphologically and 
sometimes not (for a further discussion, see Frick 2008). Integration is more common in the 
speakers who have recently moved to Estonia. Regarding Estonian grammatical morphemes, 
some Finns in Estonia use the Estonian diminutive suffixes with their own Finnish names, but 




Compound nouns are a subcategory of nouns. This section focuses on the largest group of 
compounds in Finnish and Estonian, endocentric compound nouns which consist of two parts 
(a modifier and a head) that are both nouns (Table 3). 
 
Name: Endocentric compound noun 
Form: [N ’modifier’] + [N ’head’] 
Position: NP 






















In Finnish and Estonian noun-noun compounds the head always follows the modifier. There 
are few absolute restrictions to the form of the modifier although the tendency is that case 
marking and other suffixes are only added to the head (ISK §408-420). In Finnish the 
modifier is most often in the nominative singular (muutto ‘moving’), but in Estonian the 
genitive stem (neeru ‘kidney.GEN’) is predominant (There is no separate genitive marker in 
                                               
26 It is, of course, possible that these people have picked up the usage from some specific Estonian 
context where diminutive suffixes are used, such as Internet chat-rooms (Verschik, personal 
communication 9.9.2012). 
27 The usage of Finnish suffixes often calls for a reduction or modification of the stem (e.g. Ansa + -
sku -> Ansku), which may contribute to the preference for the Estonian -ke: a nickname with no stem 
reduction is more transparent and the writer thus more easily identifiable, which may be important 
in a semi-institutional email message such as one to a student association’s mailing list. 
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Estonian as there is in Finnish). In both languages, verbal modifiers are nominalised (e.g. 
koli-mis- ‘moving, Est.’) and casus componens forms are used also with some nouns 
(munuais- ‘kidney, Fin.’). (See Kasik 2010 for a contrastive account.) 
There are other types of compounds in Finnish and Estonian, but the 40 
bilingual ones analysed in {Compounds} are all of the endocentric N+N type. Other than that 
the modifier somehow modifies the head, the semantic relation of the two parts is not 
restricted when the modifier is in the nominative case (or the genitive in Estonian). Most 
novel compounds fall into this class in monolingual Finnish (ISK §409), which explains its 
popularity among bilingual compounds. In {Compounds} the bilingual formation of 
[Endocentric compound nouns] is shown to happen by either fitting two monolingual parts 
together, by using a bilingual homophone and a monolingual part, or by drawing from the 
other-language meaning of a bilingual homophone. Compounds offer the speakers a way to 
incorporate an Estonian lexeme into a mould that also contains a Finnish noun and is 
therefore even more integrated to the language base than a single noun that is inflected with 
Finnish suffixes. Studies of Estonian-Russian compounds (Verschik 2004, 2008) and Finnish-
Estonian compounds by Estonians who live in Finland (Praakli 2009) show two tendencies 
that are partly supported in {Compounds}: firstly, that bilingual [Endocentric compound 
nouns] are used for culturally specific referents, and secondly, that it is common for the 
modifier to be taken from the L2 while the head tends to follow the base language of the 
conversation (see also Muysken 2000, Treffers-Daller 2005). This is the overall tendency in 
my data too, although there are several exceptions to both these claims.  
It is noted in {Compounds} that nominal compounding seems to be more 
common in my Finnish-Estonian data than in other language pairs that have been studied 
earlier. This can be explained by the fact that N+N compounding is a very common practice 
in both Finnish and Estonian. Kasik (2010) suggests that the semantic relation of the head and 
modifier can be looser in Finnish than in Estonian. This would result in greater productivity 
in Finnish compounding and explain the larger number of bilingual compounds found in my 
data than that of Praakli (op.cit.). 
A negative correlation is found in {Compounds} between the usage of bilingual 
homophones and the novelty of monolingual counterparts of the bilingual compounds: 
Homophones are typically present in bilingual compounds that are based on established 
monolingual ones. This is explained in {Compounds} by the fact that more novel compounds 
are created in informal conversations between friends, where there is a lot of shared 
knowledge and reference to semantically specific items that are known to the participants. 
For example, the word neeru+kirja (‘kidney’ Est. + ‘book’ Fin.) is used of a specific 
textbook on the kidney that the writer and recipients of the email message are all reading for 
an exam. Informal situations are also a favourable environment for creative and innovative 
language use in general, as opposed to more formal situations where people keep to the 
‘official’ words and those that sound official because of their phonetic resemblance 
(homophony) to the original ones (e.g. deklaraatio). Furthermore, if there is already an 
established monolingual compound, speakers may be more reluctant to form a bilingual 
novelty for the same referent – unless there is homophony that reserves the chracteristics of 
the monolingual word. In the case of ad hoc compounds, the speakers have no ready 
(monolingual) models to rely on and are more free to choose non-homophonic words as well. 
 One reason why bilingual compounds are common in bilingual data may lie in 
their emergent nature: ad hoc compounds “arise from their context” (ISK §399, Kasik 2010: 
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11). Since compounds are a format which welcomes innovation and creates novelties, it is a 
natural place for bilingual novelties as well.28 Compounding is flexible and there is a lot of 
variation in what speakers and writers (monolingual as well as bilingual) conceive as 
compounds vs. two separate words. This variability may be another aspect that makes the 
category attractive to codeswitching - language contact theories have drawn a connection 
between variation and contact-induced language change: categories that are in flux variation-
wise are also prone to attract borrowings (see, e.g. Sankoff 2001). 
 In sum, the participants often use bilingual compounding for creating 
innovative ad hoc words, but it is also the pattern in some of the more established words in 
the community. It is more common for the head to be Finnish and the modifier in Estonian, 
which may have to do with the semantic specificity of the modifiers (see Section 2.5.2 for 
further discussion). In words that are used monolingually outside the community, bilingual 
compounds are mostly only used if there is a homophonic component, but in ad hoc 




In this section Finnish-Estonian codeswitching is discussed through the introduction of three 
clausal constructions. I will discuss two copula constructions: [Existentials] (in Section 2.3.1) 
and  [Assessing predicative constructions] (2.3.2), and a clause-combining construction that 
is used for voicing (2.3.3). Examples are given of each construction: bilingual constructs 




In the grammatical description of Finnish (e.g. ISK), and also Estonian (EKG § 476), it is 
common to talk of “clause types”. These are morphosyntactic formats that specify case 
selection, congruence and word order, and that are often associated with specific meaning or 
usage. This description works especially well with clauses such as Finnish (e.g. ISK 
§893-894, §923, §1400) and Estonian (EKG §504) existential constructions that are hard to 
describe in terms of argument structure (ISK §864, cf. Siro 1964: 49-54). [Existentials] start 
with a locative expression that is followed by a verb and a second NP (also called the e-NP or 
e-subject) in the post-verbal position (Table 4).  
 
Name: Existential 
Form: [NP_LOC]  + [V_3SG~PL]* + [NP_NOM~PAR] 
*The verb is prototypically on ‘is’(ISK §893, EKG §504) 
Position: ?29 
Meaning: - A predication about a locative space by reporting its content (Huumo 1996: 297).  
- Characterises the locative space by establishing a relationship between it and a new 
referent (Helasvuo 2001:100).  
- Introduces new referents that usually do not become topics (Helasvuo 2001: 100, 
ISK §894, Helasvuo & Huumo 2010: 177). 
cf. Extract (11) (12) (13) 
                                               
28 This possible connection was pointed out to me by I. Herlin (personal communication 17.2.2012). 
29 There are no studies that I know of concerning the positioning of [Existentials] in spoken or written 






tääl on avioliitto 
DEM1.LOC be.3SG marriage 
jos on AV-katkos aski-ssa luke-e 
pack-INE  read-3SG 
Constructs, 
Estonian: 
siin on abielu 
DEM.LOC  be.3SG marriage 
kui on AV-blokaad 
 
paki-l  on  kirja-s 
pack-ADE  be.3SG writing-INE 
Constructs, 
bilingual 
tääl  on abielu 
DEM1.LOC be.3SG marriage 
‘here it is marriage’ 
jos on AV-blokaad 
if  be.3SG  AV-block 
‘if there’s an AV-block’ 
aski-ssa on kirja-ssa 
pack-INE be.3SG writing-INE 
‘it says on the pack’ 
Table 4 
 
Finnish and Estonian existential clauses share their main characteristics although there are 
some different tendencies in, e.g. the usage of plural verbs and the case marking of the last 
NP (cf. Erelt & Metslang 2006: 256-260). In conversational data, Finnish existential 
constructions have been studied by Helasvuo (2001: 97-103). Their sequential positioning 
has not yet been described in much detail, but their meaning/function is said to be to 
characterise a space or possessor by relating it to new referents that do not usually become 
new topics (ibid.). In (11) [Existentials], [Assessing predicative constructions] (cf. 2.3.2) and 
free NPs (Helasvuo 2001: 105-131) are used to introduce new referents that characterise 
Estonia, the Estonian language, people or an Estonian way of thinking. The topic is 
metalinguistic which results in using Estonian words in an otherwise Finnish language base. 
The participants create a contrast by using two existential clauses suomes on… ‘in 
Finland~Finnish it’s…’ and tääl on ‘here it is…’. (11) is also analysed in {Closings} as 
Extracts (2) and (4). These [Existentials] are produced in a context where the speaker called 
Mikko has just closed the previous sequence by saying, in Estonian: abikaasa töö on olla 
abiline ‘It is a wife’s job to help’, drawing attention to the fact that the Estonian word for 
‘spouse’ contains the stem ‘help’. The ironic tone of this Estonian utterance hints that the new 
metalinguistic topic has to do with more than just language: It is a criticism of the Estonian 
way of thinking (cf. {Voicings}).30  
 
(11) 
01 Mikko:  £aga <abikaasa>, (0.6) C 
 but  wife.GEN      
02  tÖö on ju olla C -ab(h)iline.£ 
 job is PRT be:INF helper 
 but a wife's job is to help  
03 Liisa: £jaajah.£  
 yes.yes   
 yeah 
04 Liisa:  sehä onki   kato just sillee ku  me   
DEM3:CLI BE.3SG:CLI PRT PRT DEM3.MAN PRT 1PL 
naureettii ku,  
laugh:PPAS PRT 
 we were laughing about just that 
05 Mikko: ni. 
 PRT 
 uh-huh 
® Liisa: .hh suomes          on     avioliitto, 
 Finland/Finnish:INE BE.3SG marriage 
 in Finland/Finnish there's  (the word) avioliitto (marriage)  
                                               
30 The speakers in this extract use the word abikaasa ’spouse’ in the meaning ’wife’ and associate it 
with the chauvinistic thinking of Estonians. 
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07 MIkko: nii. ((gaze to Liisa)) 
  PRT 
 uh-huh 
08 Liisa: elikä  se   on     niinku liitto, 
 so:CLI DEM3 BE.3SG PRT    union 
 so it's like a union 
09 Mikko: ((nodding)) nii nii.  
 yeah yeah 
® Liisa: ni  tääl          on      abielu. 
 PRT DEM1.LOC:ADE  BE.3SG  marriage 
 and here it's abielu (marriage < abi 'help' + elu 'life') 
11  (.) 
12 Liisa: El[ikä taval- 
 so-CLI in.a.w- 
 so in a w- 
13 Mikko: £[abielu.£ 
 abielu (marriage) 
14 Liisa: [nii (et) 
 so that 
15 Mikko:  [ja auttamis,  
 and a helping- 
16 Liisa: aa aivan.=     
 exactly 
17 Mikko: £=abikaasa,£  
 abikaasa (spouse) 
18 Liisa: aivan. 
 exactly 
19 Liisa: aivan.=  
 exactly 
20 Mikko: =siis Fj- jo- [(£jos t- jos tää)£ E             ] 
 PRT               if    if  DEM1 
 so if this 
21 Liisa:                [siis tää  on     just sovinistien ] 
                          so   DEM1 BE.SG3 PRT  chauvinist-plGEN  
22 maa     [>j(h)ust tää  maa    (näin) kuule<. 
 country   PRT     DEM1 country PRT   PRT 
 so this is just the country for chauvinists, this country you know 
23 Mikko:         [nii(h).((pulls hand in front of his mouth and touches his face)) 
          PRT 
 'yeah' 
 
What draws our attention in (11) is that the whole sequence in lines 06-23, except for the 
very first introductory utterance, is built with no other verbs except on, which is used twice in 
[Existentials] (lines 06 and 10) and twice in [Predicative constructions] (lines 08 and 21; cf. 
2.3.2). The new referent introduced with an [Existential] in line 10 is repeated in line 13. The 
free NPs in lines 13, 15 and 17 serve the same function as the [Existentials] - creating a 
relationship between a space ‘here’ and new referents that are marriage-related Estonian 
words associated with ‘helping’. This is consistent with Helasvuo’s (2001: 126-130) findings  
that free NPs are used to highlight a referent that is a member of a larger group already under 
discussion. They form a list that could, in my mind, be analysed as a co-constructed subject31 
of the [Existential] that Liisa has initiated in line 10. In this sense, the [Existential] in Extract 
(11) is not only a clausal construction, but also a sequential one. In the course of interaction, 
                                               
31 The subjecthood of the final NP of an [Existential] is discussed by, e.g Helasvuo, (2001); Hakulinen 
et al. (2004 = ISK, §922-923), Erelt and Metslang (2006); Helasvuo and Huumo (2010). 
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Mikko offers new members to the [Existential] and Liisa accepts them, the final form of the 
construction thus being emergent in the conversational flow (cf. Section 3). 
 There are also [Existentials] in the data where no locative NP is mentioned, not 
even in the preceding text (cf. ISK §899 – ilmiölause ‘phenomen clause’; Helasvuo & 
Huumo 2010: 183-184). These utterances function as telling what could be roughly 
translated as ‘there is’ or ‘at issue is’. When students of medicine report exam questions or 
talk about diagnoses and treatment, they sometimes use such a construction, thus avoiding 
taking a stance on whether the diagnosis is someone’s possession (something a patient ‘has’) 
or something that just exists somewhere for the physician to work on. This way the patient is 
less present in the discourse than he/she would be in a possessive construction. Extract (12) is 
from an email message. The writer has got some old exam questions and is telling her course 
mates about them. Similar to the previous extract, an Estonian lexeme (AV-blokaad) is used 





Tosiaan sit kokeessa ei ollut ihan samat 
kysymykset mutta kannattaa katsoa läpi 
niin että tietää vähän minkälaisia ne on. 
Aika vaikeita oli mun mielestä, tai 
ainakin pitää lukea aika tarkasti koska ne 
voi kysyä nt minkälainen EKG on jos on 
AV-blokaad.  
Esim.  Milline järgnevatest tähistaks EKG 
pinnal vasaku või parema sydamekoja 
laienemist?  
 
Translation (Estonian underlined): 
 
And they weren’t the exact same 
questions in the exam, but it’s worth 
reading them through so you get an idea 
what they’re like. I think they were quite 
difficult, or at least you have to read 
carefully because they might ask e.g. 
what the EKG is like if (you) have an AV-
block. 
Ex. Which of the following would mark 
dilatation of the left atrium?  
Findings by Clyne (2003: 162) and Praakli (2009: 110) among others suggest that bilingual 
homophones ’trigger’ codeswitching. The pattern of codeswitching in both (11) and (12) is 
such that the verb on acts as a bridge that binds a Finnish locative expression and Estonian 
NP or NPs. It is impossible to say whether its homophony actually functions as a mental 
trigger for codeswitching or whether it is just a coincidence that the boundary element 
happens to be a bilingual homophone (see further discussion in Section 2.5.2). The 
predominant pattern in both written (23 out of 28) and spoken (10 out of 10) bilingual 
[Existentials] is such that an Estonian NP is used to characterise a Finnish locative NP, but it 
would be simplistic to claim that these switches are merely triggered by the homophonic 
verb. A more likely motivation is that the post-verbal NPs often refer to objects and 
phenomena that are specific to the speaker’s life in Estonia, such as the Estonian language or 
studies that are conducted in Estonian as in Extracts (11) and (12). 
The last example, askissa on kirjassa ’it says on the pack’, in Table 4, Extract 
(13) is exceptional, because Finnish does not allow the verb on to be used in the existential in 
question, but Estonian does. Estonian, on the other hand, would not use an inessive case 
when referring to writing on a pack. Therefore, following a similar codeswitching pattern as 
is seen in other [Existentials], the construction becomes a blend of two different 
constructions. The extract is from the Facebook page of a woman called Jenni, who has lived 
in Estonia for nearly 10 years, moved back to Finland, and continues to use Estonian actively 
37 
 
with her friends. Jenni has posted (in Finnish) her opinion about a new tobacco law in 
Finland, and her friend Tiina has engaged in commenting it (also in Finnish). In a rather long 
comment chain, which is not reproduced here, Tiina has asked, whether cigarette prices will 





01 Jenni Juronen:  Ei ole ollut siitä tietoa,  
02 mutta nythän tupakan myyminen on jo  
03 luvanvaraista ja siitä pitää pulittaa  
04 melko summa (taisi olla vuodessa jotain  
05 vähän alle 200 euron), eli pakkohan se  
06 on kysyä asiakkaaltakin enemmän kuin  
07 mitä askissa kirjassa on. Tekisivät  
08 jonkun monopolin, niinkuin Alko, vaikka,  
09 ettei tarvitsisi setviä tässä suossa. 
Translation: 
 
Jenni Juronen: I haven’t heard, but 
selling cigarettes is already subject to 
licence and it costs quite a lot (around 
200 euros a year, if I remember 
correctly), so you have to charge the 
customer more than what it says on the 
pack. They should make a mono-poly, 
like Alko, for instance, so we wouldn’t 
have to plough through all this. 
 
In her turn Jenni states that because of expensive licences, restaurants have to ask for a higher 
price than indicated on the package. In line 07 she uses an existential that is lexically and 
morphologically Finnish, but that does not make sense if understood monolingually. 
Comparison to monolingual Finnish and Estonian constructions (13a) shows that the 
beginning of the construction mitä askissa is similar to the Finnish one, and the end on 
kirjassa to the Estonian one. The end result is a new construction that is a combination of the 
two. This novel construction is realised as a construct that includes bilingual homophones and 
a Finnish inessive case suffix that integrates it to the base language of the conversation. In 
monolingual Finnish kirjassa – which would mean 'in the/a book' – would not make sense in 
this clause, but its Estonian homophone kirjas 'written' would. Monolingual Estonian on the 
other hand would not use the inessive case when referring to writing on a pack, but the 
adessive case paki-l or a postposition paki peal. 
 
(13a) 
Existential construction: 'what it says on the pack' 
bilingual mitä aski ssa kirja ssa on 
cf. Fin mitä aski ssa   lukee 
cf. Est mis paki l kirja s on 
gloss Q pack INE writing(?) INE be.3SG 
cf. Fin Q pack INE   read:3SG 
cf. Est Q pack ADE writing (?) INE be.3SG 
 
The Finnish elements used in (13) are bilingual homophones to the respective Estonian ones, 
and even the inessive suffix is close to the Estonian one. It is possible that the writer does not 
realise that the construction is not used in monolingual Finnish. Although this construction is 
in a responsive turn, there is nothing in the preceding text that might influence the way this 
particular bilingual construction is formed. Another thing is that the participants don’t make 
the bilingual construction relevant in the following talk even though the monolingual 
recipient cannot have understood it the way the writer intended (which could also explain the 
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fact she does not write more about the matter: Jenni takes the next turn herself and the topic 
of prices is not returned to).  
 This section has introduced three [Existentials] that differ in many ways from 
the prototypical cases described in the literature. The first one was extended into a sequential 
form by two conversants. The second one was one where no locative NP was used, and the 
third one introduced a new construction that was a Finnish-Estonian blend. The 
codeswitching pattern used in these [Existentials] is such that the beginning of the 
construction is in Finnish, then the verb on (which is a bilingual homophone) is followed by 
an Estonian NP that characterises the locative or possessive entity. This pattern is typical, but 
there are also cases in the data where the locative NP is in Estonian and the subject NP in 
Finnish. The same applies for the [Assessing predicative constructions] discussed in the 
following section: it is more typical for the post-verbal NP than the clause-initial NP to be in 
Estonian. 
 In sum, [Existentials] are used to introduce new referents that characterise a 
place or possessor. It is more typical for the clause-initial locative expression to be uttered in 
Finnish (if uttered at all) and the more specific characterising phrase in Estonian. The 
Estonian NPs used in the data often have a loose relation to Estonia, being, for example, 
study related words (cf. Section 2.2.2). The last extract discussed above was an exceptional 




In their study regarding conversational units, Ford, Fox and Thompson (forthcoming) give 
subject complement clauses as an example of how a description of the clausal form of an 
utterance is not enough to capture the features that are relevant in interaction. Instead, they 
propose that linguists pay more attention to the actions performed by participants (ibid). In 
the following, both the form and the meaning are used to define a construction, and here the 
meaning is equivalent to action. Table 5 presents what I have called the [Assessing 
predicative construction]. It is a type of predicative32 (i.e. subject complement) clause whose 
meaning is evaluative. 
 
Name: Assessing predicative construction 
Form: [NP] + [V_COP] + [AP~NP_NOM~PAR*] 
*In Estonian comitative and abessive cases are also possible (EKK: SÜ46). 
Position: Assessment activity, Sequence closing sequence and other evaluative sequence types 
Meaning: Assessment (of the referent of the clause-initial subject NP) 
cf. Extract (14) (15) (16) 
Constructs, 
Finnish: 
Joo se sydänkirja on hyvä No toi onki tommosen niinku  
kömpelön  näkönen 
clumsy:GEN looking 
Risto on katto katto katto katto 




Jah see sydameraamat on 
hea 
Noh see ongi sellise nagu  
kohmaka       olekuga33  
clumsy:GEN appearance:COM 
Risto on katus katus katus 
katus katus katus katus katus 
katus katus aaargghhhhh... 
 
                                               
32 In the Finnic tradition the term predicative (Fin. predikatiivi; Est. predikatiiv, öeldistäide) is used 
for what is known as subject complements in the English tradition. 
33 More idiomatic translations could be made with the verb paistma, e.g. noh see paistabki selline 
nagu kohmakas (PRT DEM look:3SG:CLI DEM PRT clumsy), or with the phrasal verb välja nägema, 





Joo se syddän kirja on hea  
Yes the heart book is good 
No toi onki tommosen  
PRT DEM be.SG3:CLI DEM:GEN  
niinku kohmakkaan näkönen 
PRT clumsy:GEN looking 
’Well he is kinda clumsy looking’ 
Risto on katus katto taket 
jumts dach krov stogas tetto 




In Finnish and Estonian grammar predicatives are defined as APs or NPs that characterise 
another NP (typically the subject) by naming its characteristics or class (ISK §943-958, EKK: 
Süntaks, sissejuhatus). They are typically preceded by the verb olla, which agrees with the 
subject NP. Predicatives can be used to make assessments, but also for giving definitions or 
naming objects (ISK §945). Whenever speakers use a predicative clause, they take an 
epistemic stance claiming knowledge and authority to characterise the object (cf. Heritage & 
Raymond 2005). Often an evaluative stance is also taken, and whether or not a predicative 
clause is interpreted as an assessment or not has to do with the semantic properties of the 
predicative (e.g. fantastic is more likely to be an Assessing adjective than blue), but also with 
sequential and contextual characteristics of the turn (Ford et al, op.cit.). Assessments are used 
in, for example, sequence closings (see {Closings}, and Section 2.4 below), and evaluative 
sequences, in which several people engage in assessing the same thing (see, e.g. Goodwin & 
Goodwin 1992, who introduce the term assessment activity). Assessments can also 
accompany other actions, such as the granting of requests (see {Facebook}). 
 Just as not all predicatives are assessing, not all assessments are predicatives. 
An evaluative stance can also be displayed with adverbials or adpositional phrases (as in 
Naine on pliits- pliia ja rusika vahel ‘A woman is between the stove and a fist’ = extract (18) 
in 2.3.3, which is also discussed in {Closings}), verbs (as in Paavo Pasila rõõmustab / 
iloitsee ‘Paavo Pasila rejoices (Est.) / rejoices (Fin.)’, which is discussed in {Facebook}), 
with existentials or free NPs, or by using adjective attributes in NPs within a clause. Thus, the 
overlapping category which I have here called the [Assessing predicative construction] is one 
in which the form of a predicative clause is used to perform the action of assessment. When 
referring only to the post-verbal AP or NP, I use the term [Assessing predicative]. 
 The first example in Table 5, Extract (14), shows how an Estonian [Assessing 
predicative] is used in a clause where all other lexemes are Finnish. This is the prototypical 
kind of AP-predicative clause in both Finnish and Estonian. In it, morphological integration 
is not possible, because the word would be in the nominative singular (with no morphological 
case marking) in both monolingual varieties. (14) is from an email message. The same 
assessing adjective ‘good’ is used twice. The first one, hea, is in Estonian, and the one in the 
expression that follows, hyvä, in Finnish.34  
 
(14)  
Joo se        syddän kirja   on         hea,  hyvä Anna. 
yes DEM3 heart     book be.3SG good good [name] 
Yes, the heart book is good, well done Anna. 
 
The second extract is one where a construction that has more Finnish morphosyntactic 
characteristics incorporates an Estonian adjective. In (15) one of the speakers, Oona, assesses 
                                               
34 (14) also contains an example of a compound noun that the writer perceives as two separate 
words (cf. discussion in 2.2.3 and in {Compounds}) - the standard spelling would be sydänkirja. 
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a football player in a game she and her friend Marja are watching on TV.  The women have 
just earlier assessed the player as epämiellyttävä ‘unpleasant’ and hidas mutta kankee ‘slow 
but stiff’ and compared him with a Finnish hockey player. Marja is now in the middle of a 
lengthy telling about the way this Finnish player moves. 
 
(15) 
31 Marja:  @Talvine just aina kiemurtelee (siel) sillai et  
32 sen [vauhti   ] ei pysähdy tällai@= 
 Talvinen always wriggles around so that his speed wouldn’t stop like 
this 
33 Oona:      [@°mh mh°@]  
34 Oona: =°mt he°  
35 Marja: [@Koska sit sen (aina) niin kauan kestää saada  
36 uudelleen sitä vauhtii@.] 
 Because it would take so long for him to speed up again 
37 Oona: [((Grabs her glass and drinks))       ] 
38 Marja: ha ha [ha .haa 
® Oona:       [No toi  onki       tommosen     niinku  
       PRT DEM2 be.3SG:CLI DEM2.ADJ:GEN PRT 
40 (.)  
® kohmakkaan näkönen. 
 clumsy:GEN looking 
 He (the player on TV) is clumsy looking. 
42 (.) 
43 Marja: Mm-m. 
 Uhm. 
44  (1.0)  
 
The turns in lines 39-43 can be analysed as a sequence closing sequence (see Section 2.4). 
Oona’s assessment summarises the topic of clumsy sportsmen. It is tied to the previous text 
and  marked as agreeing with it with the clitic particle -ki and prefaced with a no that marks 
the turn’s independence (cf. Vepsäläinen, in preparation) relative to the immediately 
preceding assessments (of the hockey player) that Oona does not participate in producing. 
The speaker uses an Estonian adjective kohmakas but integrates it by using a Finnish-like 
strong stem consonant, a long a and a Finnish genitive suffix. It is used in an Assessing 
construction [AP_GEN + näköinen] which is also typically Finnish. There are elements of 
word search: tommosen niinku and a pause, that indicate that the speaker is looking for a 
good word to characterise the player (cf. e.g. Helasvuo et al. 2004, Kurhila 2006: 91-151). 
She ends up finding the best word from the ‘Estonian side’ of her bilingual repertoire. 
The third example (16) is from {Facebook}. It shows how an NP that normally 
would not be considered to be evaluative or affective can be used in an assessment. Using the 
word ‘roof’ in the predicative to characterise himself, and repeating it in Estonian, Finnish 
and eight other languages, Risto - whose Facebook friends know he’s currently organising 
the renovation of his roof - expresses the immensity of his on-going roof-project and the 
effect it has in his life. He finishes his post off with a negatively-laden emotive particle argh 
that he extends ortographically and with three dots, thus highlighting its affectivity. 
 
(16) 




Risto’s usage of the predicative clause may have to do with a style of writing Facebook posts 
using the copula on. This style has its roots in the early days, before the time (16) was posted 
in the social network, when the system used to automatically provide the writer’s name 
followed by is (or on if using it in Finnish or Estonian). Another motivation for using a 
copula construction is that it is often used for reporting speech and thought (Haakana 2007: 
172˗175), in storytellings, for example, when the speaker-protagonist reports his or her own 
affective evaluations (cf. Romaine & Lange 1991). It is therefore a good candidate for 
expressing the writer’s assessment of his inner state. The next subsection focuses on more 
constructions that are used for reported speech and thought. 
 To sum up the discussion in this subsection: [Assessing predicative 
constructions] are subject complement clauses used for assessment. It is most probably their 
function that makes them attractive to codeswitching, and it is more typical for the subject of 
the clause to be in Finnish and the Assessing predicative in Estonian than vice versa (see 




This section relates closely, and can be read as an introduction to the article {Voicings}. It is 
a discussion about a construction that is used for voicing, that is, for (direct) reported speech 
or thought. This construction typically consists of two parts - the quotative (i.e. the reporting 
utterance) and the voicing - that are connected with particles.  
 
Name: Voicing construction 
Form: [reporting utterance] + [particles]* + [voicing]  
*The particles typically include et(tä).  
Position: In tellings (ISK §1485), assessment activity etc. 
Meaning: - Demonstrates others’ or the speaker’s own prior speech, writing or thought, or 
general hearsay. Voicing does not require that a prior text actually exists - it is a 
convention that marks a part of the text as if it originated from elsewhere. One can 
also voice something that was not said, that will be said, or that could have been said. 
(ISK §1457) 
cf. Extract (17) (18) 
Constructs, 
Finnish: 
Se on sanonu meiän kurssilla et alle 
kakskytviisvuotiaat naiset ei oo 
päätöskykyisiä. 




Ta on öeldnud meie kursusel et alla 
kahekümneviie aastased naised ei ole 
otsusevõimelised. 




Se on sanonu meiän kurssilla et alle 
kakskytviisvuotiaat naiseD ei ole 
otsusevõimaliseD. 
’He has said in our course that women 
under 25 are not competent’ 
£näin£ L siis (.) oik(h)eesti, LLL ¯£naine 
on <L pliits- (.)Lpliia> ja:L >ja rusika 
vahel.£<] hh. 
’I mean really, the woman is between a 
stove and a fist’ 
Table 6  
 
ISK (Hakulinen et al. 2004, §483), which instead of ‘construction’ uses the term muotti 
‘mould, cast’ recognises what they call a reporting mould (referointimuotti), which is defined 
as a type of communicative mould (kommunikaatiomuotti). According to ISK (ibid.), the 
reporting in this ‘mould’ may be direct speech, an että-clause, a subordinate interrogative or a 
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referative structure/construction (referatiivirakenne), which consists of a genitive subject and 
a non-finite form. In the mould according to ISK, the recipient of the alleged original 
utterance is marked with an allative or ablative case (ibid.). In actual conversational Finnish 
the recipient is, however, not always mentioned, and often the same construction is used to 
express reported thought, which has no original recipient at all. Another characteristic of 
Finnish voicings is that it is often impossible to distinguish between direct and indirect 
speech if there are no deictic markers and because the particle että is almost always used for 
both (see {Voicings}). The analysis in {Voicings} focuses on cases that show at least some 
deictic shift, thus being situated at the “direct” end of the direct-indirect continuum of 
reported speech (see, e.g. Kuiri 1984: 246). An extensive account of reported speech in 
Finnish is given in ISK (§1457-1497).  
 The next extract, which is from {Voicings} and is repeated here as Extract (17) 
is a show-piece case of a [Voicing construction] where there is a reporting clause followed by 
an et and a voicing. In it an Estonian [Assessing predicative] is used at the end of a [Voicing 
construction] that starts in Finnish and is homophonic in the middle (as indicated with dotted 
underlining of the gloss). It is argued in {Voicings} that codeswitching is used for double 
evaluation in voiced assessments: The speaker implicitly assesses the utterance she is voicing 
as not her own, as something she doesn’t agree with and dislikes. 
 
(17) 
07 Raili: Se  on  sanonu meiän   kurssilla  et  
 3SG AUX say:PP 1PL:GEN course:ADE that  
 He has said to our class that 
08 alle  kakskytviisvuotiaat     naiseD,  
 under twenty_five:year_old:PL woman:PL 
 women below 25 
09 (.)  
10 ei ole    otsusevõimalised. 
 NEG be    competent: PL 
 are not competent to make decisions 
 
The next extract (18) is an example where no reporting clause is present, and where the 
speaker can benefit from the ambiguity of the authorship of the utterance in order to exercise 
subtle criticism of the society. Like the previous extract, this too is a voiced assessment used 
to voice an attitude from which the current speaker distances himself. 
 
(18) 
21 Mikko: £näin£ L ((shakes fist in the air))  
 DEM1.MAN 
 like this 
22 Liisa: ((raises her cup)) he he he.  
23 Mikko:  siis (.) oik(h)eesti LLL, 
 so       really 
 so really 
24  (.)  
25 Mikko: ¯£naine on [<L pliits- (.)Lpliia> ja:L >ja rusika  vahel.£> 
woman   is stev-         stave  and   and fist.GEN between 
 A woman's between the fist and the stove 
26                          [((Liisa drinks from her cup))                                                                 
27 Mikko: niihän se oikeest (o), 
 so-CLI SG3 really BE.3SG 
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 that's how it is really 
28 Liisa: ((lowers her cup)) pliidi. 
              stove.GEN 
 stove 
 
(18) is analysed in {Closings} as an attempt to close a longer sequence (cf. 2.4). The voicing 
is created by an interplay of gestures, change of tone and codeswitching. It is framed by a 
demonstrative, a fist-beating gesture and an adverbial phrase - nothing like ISK’s (§483) 
reporting ‘mould’ (A said to B). The fact that this voicing is positioned in a sequence of 
assessment activity, where the participants take turns assessing Estonian society, together 
with the codeswitching, makes it clear to the recipient that Mikko is using a generic Estonian 
voice to mimic the masculine, chauvinistic attitudes he conceives as Estonian (see further 
discussion in {Closings}. 
Because of their dialogic nature, voicings are a very specific group of clause 
combinations. They perform an act of switching from the current speaker’s voice to an 
utterance that is attributed to someone else. Although actually uttered by just one speaker, 
voicings are done as if the turn were given to another speaker. In this way, voicings are 
pseudo-sequential in nature. A different kind of blurring of the line between clausal and 
sequential was seen in Section 2.3.1, where an [Existential] was co-constructed. The next 




In this section I will introduce the sequence type that is the topic of {Closings}: [Sequence 
Closing Sequences]. The notion of sequence type comes from Schegloff (2007), who presents 
an account (possibly exhaustive) of the sequential organisation of (monolingual English) 
conversation. As far as I know, codeswitching has not been associated with specific sequence 
types earlier, but it has been reported to be used for the structuring of conversational activities 
such as speakers’ movement to evaluation (see Halmari 1993, 2004). Evaluation is performed 
also in many [Sequence closing sequences], as well as in other sequential patterns that attract 
codeswitching in the current data, such as storytelling and assessment activities, which were 
touched upon in the previous sections. More discussion of conversational patterns will follow 
in Section 3, and especially 3.1, where the focus is on the temporal unfolding of sequences 
and the impact it has on codeswitching.  
Sequence closing sequences (Table 7) resemble constructions in that they have 
a meaning, a form and a position that are recognisable to participants. Their building blocks 
are other, smaller constructions: utterances that may consist of full clauses (e.g. [Assessing 
predicative constructions] or single morphemes, such as the particle mm-m ‘uhm’. 
 
Name: Sequence closing sequence 
Form: A small sequence within a longer sequence (Schegloff 2007: 186-187). The prototype 
consists of three turns (ibid.): 
1. Initial turn, which proposes possible closing. Some of its forms are: assessments, 
idiomatic or aphoristic formulations of the upshot or outcome of the sequence (see 
Drew and Holt 1998) and jokes which trade on, or are symbiotic with the sequence or 
topic. Many of these represent a stance taken toward that which may be ending. 
2. The recipient may collaborate in closing down the sequence/topic, or withhold or 
even resist compliance.  
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3. A non-collaborative response can abort the sequence closing sequence. However, if 
the recipient has aligned with the initiating speaker, he or she may produce a final 
closing token and start a new sequence or topic. 
Position: In the end of a prolonged, often problematic sequence 
Meaning: Closes a sequence/topic, evaluating or summing it up. 
cf. Extract (19) 
Construct, 
Finnish: 








39 Oona: No toi  onki        tommosen     niinku  
 PRT DEM2 be.3SG:CLI DEM2.ADJ:GEN PRT 
41 kohmakkaan näkönen. 
 clumsy:GEN looking 
 He (the player on TV) is kind of clumsy looking. 




Sequence closing sequences have been named35 and described by Schegloff (2007: 186-187), 
and they are discussed by Drew and Holt (1998), as well as in {Closings}. Because of their 
concurring form-function-position patterning they could well be called constructions. If 
smaller constructions that are, for example, clausal or phrasal in nature are built from even 
smaller constructions of words and morphosyntactic patterns that relate to them, it is only 
natural that the constituents of larger constructions are clausal or phrasal. Although there are 
no absolute lexical or morphosyntactic constants in [Sequence closing sequences], their first 
turns are alike in that they make an evaluative summary of the preceding sequence.   
Sequence- and text-types are meaningful patterns of language use. The pattern 
in [Sequence closing sequences] is such that the recipient recognises the first turn as an 
initiation of closure and collaborates with a relevant second turn, after which the sequence 
can be brought to an end with an optional third turn by the first speaker. Because of the 
interactional nature of sequences, it is of course possible that the second speaker resists the 
closure offered, and the sequence is prolonged. In such cases, as is discussed in {Closings} 
the sequence may be closed later with another [Sequence closing sequence]. 
 Just as the natural locus (position) of clausal and phrasal constructions is 
sequential (e.g. the [Sequence closing sequence] is a common position for [Assessing 
predicative constructions]), there are also natural loci for sequence types. A [Sequence 
closing sequence] is by Schegloff’s definition part of a longer sequence.36 The construct 
given in Table 7 is from Extract (15), where there is an assessment from the speaker called 
Oona followed by an agreement token by her friend Marja. A longer passage of the 
conversation is presented here as (19). The two women are watching a football match, when 
Marja iniates an evaluative telling about one of the players. 
 
(19) 
                                               
35 Schegloff uses the term dedicated sequence closing sequence. 
36 Other examples of sequence types that are positionally invariant can be found in many 
conversational routines, such as beginnings of telephone conversations, service encounters, other 
institutional settings, etc. (see Schegloff 2007). 
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01 TV:  (---) ja Pankeri(lt) 
 And from Panker 
02 Oona:  Panker on epämiellyttävä(--) 
 Panker is unpleasant 
03 Marja:  Miks(i) Pankeri(lta). 
 Why from Panker 
04 Marja: Ai (j-) Panker tais ollaki se mitä Essi sanoki et ne, 
 Oh I think Panker was the one whom Essi said that 
05 Marja: just sen @veljen [kans ne aina puhu et se on hidas  
 with her brother they used to say that he was slow 
06  mutta kankee just s(h)emmone he he] 
 but stiff like that 
07 Oona:                  [@ ((smiles))   ] 
08 Oona:  @Nii [just@ 
 I see 
09 Marja:      [Se (oli >varmaa se oli just ku o (sellain) et  
10  se on ku<) Mäkine. 
 He was like I think they said he was like Mäkinen 
11 Marja: Eiku mites onks se, 
 No I mean is he 
12  (.) 
13 Marja: Mikä se on se Suome °jouk-° 
 Who’s the one in the Finnish tea- 
14 Marja: Eiku Talvine 
 I mean Talvinen 
15 Marja: Just Talvine se kuulostaaki siltä 
 Exactly Talvinen sounds like that 
16 Marja: Talvine on just hidas mutta kankee just siä kentäl 
 Talvinen is slow but stiff there on the field 
17 Oona: Onko 
 Is he 
18 Marja:  O he he 
 He is 
19 Marja: On se ainaki taas tällai luistelee ja  
20 >sit se just< .hh= 
 He is at least he skates like this and 
21 Oona:   Onks se ni [(vanha vai) 
 Is he so old or 
22 Marja:            [Essi ain kuvaa just s- joo. 
 Essi describes him like- Yes. 
23 Marja: Se (>lan<) just 
 (He’s played) like  
24 (.)  
25 joku tyyliin sadas tuhannes joku. 
 One hundred thousand’th something 
26 Oona: Mäng [(vai) 
 Games (EST) or 
27 Marja:      [Maajoukkue. Mängu joo. 
 National. Games (EST) yeah. 
28 Marja: Ja tota ni nii niin niin (sit se aina ninku)  
29  kuvailee sitä et se aina et se pitää semmost  
30  vauhtii ylt yllä et,   
And ehm and and then she always like describes him that he keeps up 
his speed that 
31 Marja:  @Talvine just aina kiemurtelee (siel) sillai et  
32 sen [vauhti   ] ei pysähdy tällai@= 
 Talvinen always wriggles around so that his speed wouldn’t stop like this 
33 Oona:      [@°mh mh°@]  
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34 Oona: =°mt he°  
35 Marja: [@Koska sit sen (aina) niin kauan kestää saada  
36 uudelleen sitä vauhtii@.              ] 
 Because it would take so long for him to speed up again 
37 Oona: [((Grabs her glass and takes a drink))                               ] 
38 Marja: ha ha [ha .haa 
39 Oona: No toi  onki        tommosen     niinku  
 PRT DEM2 be.3SG:CLI DEM2.ADJ:GEN PRT 
40 (.)  
41 kohmakkaan näkönen. 
 clumsy:GEN looking 
 He is clumsy looking. 
42 (.) 
43 Marja: Mm-m. 
 Uhm. 
44  (1.0) 
45 Oona: Eikä se oo tehny Bundesliigas (.) yhtää yhtää  
46 tommost, 
 And in Bundesliga he hasn’t made any, any kind of… 
47 Marja: Bundesliiga viel olemas 
 Does Bundesliga still exist 
 
In (19) the two women first assess a player they see on TV. Marja contributes with a telling 
about a hockey player who is clumsy like this player. The sequence is prolonged by Oona’s 
questions and Marja’s responses to them. After Marja has finished the telling and evaluated it 
with laughter, Oona’s assessment in lines 39-41 initiates a sequence closing sequence that is 
produced as a part of this longer sequence. As is typical of some sequence closing sequences 
(see Schegloff  2007: 186), the turn ‘closes a circle’ by returning to the beginning of the 
longer sequence (assessing the looks of the football player on television). 
 The amount of codeswitching varies in the [Sequence closing sequences] in the 
data. The one in (19) is bilingual only because of one Estonian lexeme (kohmakas ‘clumsy’) 
in the [Assessing predicative] that initiates the sequence. The [Sequence closing sequence] is 
thus almost monolingual and less heteroglossic than the examples given in {Closings}. The 
initial turn (lines 39-41) of this [Sequence closing sequence] can be compared to a second 
assessment, because Oona assesses the same person Marja has assessed (in lines 05-06). 
Second assessments are often formulated as independent relative to the first assessment, 
which allows the utterer of the second assessment to show some authority on the matter (cf. 
Heritage & Raymond 2005). Using her bilingual resources allows Oona to take a stance that 
is similar to Marja’s earlier assessment (that the player is hidas mutta kankee ‘slow but stiff’, 
lines 05-06) but to use her own words. By avoiding merely agreeing with or recycling 
Marja’s words Oona takes an independent stance on the matter of the sportsman’s clumsiness 
and positions herself as a knowing participant. By using the words toi and näkönen she also 
indicates the source of her knowledge - that she is seeing the player on the television.   
In other cases, analysed in {Closings}, there is codeswitching of longer 
passages and even full [Sequence closing sequences]. Although no pattern can be detected 
from these data as to how these constructions are bilingual, [Sequence closing sequences] do 
appear to attract codeswitching. The argument made in {Closings} is that the heteroglossic 
nature of codeswitching is similar to that of figurative expressions (cf. Drew and Holt 1998) 
and singings that are found in the initial turns of [Sequence closing sequences], and that this 
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heteroglossia distances speaker(s) from the on-going interactional activity or topic and thus 




In the previous sections, seven constructions were introduced that attract codeswitching. It 
was also discussed that some constructions are shared by the two languages, but some differ 
through (lexical or morphosyntactic) form, some by meaning, and that codeswitching can 
ensue by bilingual usage of lexical forms, morphosyntactic patterns, or the meaning aspect of 
constructions. Next, I will report some observations on how the shape37 of constructions 
seems to motivate the way they are formed bilingually. It needs to be pointed out, however, 
that although these observations are data driven, they do not explain all the codeswitching in 
the data, nor can they be formulated as strict rules but rather only as patterns that possibly 
facilitate codeswitching. The first point that will be made concerns semantic borrowing and 
especially bilingual homophones. The second matter has to do with bilingual usage of 
constructions that are naturally bipartite. I will borrow terminology from Italian cuisine and 




The ravioli phenomenon is possible with all constructions that are bilingual homophones 
whose form is the same or similar in two languages but whose meaning is different. 38 We can 
think of a construction’s form as the pasta dough of a raviolo and the meaning as the filling, 
so that in the case of bilingual homophones it is not possible to say from the ‘outside’ form 
what the construction is filled with - whether it is the meaning from language A or B that is 
meant. Cases of such usage were seen in examples (6) where the verb arvata was used in its 
Estonian meaning ‘to think’ (cf. Fin. ‘guess’) and (7), where asentaa meant ‘to substitute’ (cf. 
Fin. ‘install’) as well as (9), where the word aula was used to refer to an assembly hall (cf. 
Fin. ‘foyer’). Another example that could be analysed as a raviolo is (10), where a diminutive 
suffix -ke was used in a manner that was closer to the typical Estonian usage. The 
phenomenon is thus not restricted to lexical items but can happen with grammatical 
morphemes as well, and it can be found in idiomatic expressions such as in on kirjassa ‘is 
written’ (cf. Fin. ‘is in a/the book’) in (13).   
 As can be seen from these examples and others like them, meaning is easily 
‘transferred’ even if the forms are slightly different in the two languages and when lexical 
stems are integrated to the surrounding language by Finnish suffixes (see also Riionheimo 
                                               
37 I use the term shape here to designate the way the whole form-meaning constellation of a 
construction is built up (as opposed to form by which I mean the lexical and morphosyntactic 
features of a construction that are used to convey a meaning). 
38 Haugen (1950: 220) reserves the term homophone for words whose form is similar but whose 
meaning is different, and uses analogue for ones with the same meaning. In later research (e.g. 
Clyne 2003, Verschik 2004, Praakli 2009) both groups have been called bilingual homophones. This is 
reasonable when a strict line cannot be drawn between the two - as in a study of related languages 
that share a large amount of cognates whose form is similar or identical but whose meaning has 
evolved in slightly different directions during the past centuries. My usage of the term raviolo is 
close to Haugen’s definition of a homophone.  
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2007: 161).39 The ravioli phenomenon is frequent in the Tartu Finnish data, where semantic 
borrowing happens predominantly with bilingual homophones. The same is true for Estonian 
spoken in Finland as reported by Praakli (2009: 147˗156). What is different is that in her data 
ravioli-codeswitching is especially frequent in phrasal verbs such as tulla esille (Fin.) ~ esile 
(Est.) ‘come up’, olla kiinni (Fin.) ~ kinni (Est.) ‘depend’, pitää yllä (Fin.) ~ pidada üleval 
(Est.) ‘maintain’ and käydä läpi (Fin.) ~ käia läbi (Est.) ‘go through’, whose Finnish meaning 
is, according to Praakli (op.cit. 151), broader than the Estonian one. This and the fact that 
these verbs are polysemic and not transparent are what Praakli finds to be the reasons behind 
their attractivity for codeswitching (op.cit. 150-151). In my data, borrowing of phrasal verbs 
is not that frequent.40 
 Language contact theories often explain lexical borrowing as the speakers’ 
attempt to fill structural gaps and to achieve more expressive means41 (e.g. Matras 2009: 
149). This hypothesis cannot be applied to the borrowing of phrasal verbs between Estonian 
and Finnish first-generation immigrants. Phrasal verbs are more common in Estonian than in 
Finnish (see, e.g. Metslang 2011: 251).42 One might therefore expect it to be more common 
to borrow them from the richer language, Estonian, to Finnish than vice versa. This would 
result in a wider variety of constructions in the speaker’s repertoire that could possibly be 
used for semantically more specific expression. The infrequency of borrowing phrasal verbs 
from Estonian to Finnish could have something to do with the fact that the ravioli 
phenomenon prevails in the codeswitching of verbs.  
Riionheimo (2007: 161) gives two possible explanations for the ravioli 
phenomenon: Finnish speakers either borrow an Estonian verb and adjust it according to their 
mother tongue, or they extend the meaning of a Finnish verb according to Estonian.  The 
forms of the phrasal verbs in Praakli’s bilingual data exist also in Estonian, and it is therefore 
easy for the speakers merely to extend their semantics to match Finnish (op.cit. 150, cf. 
Matras 2009: 246–248). The speakers in my data do not do the same with the many phrasal 
verb constructions that exist only in one language (Estonian) - they would have to borrow the 
form as well as the meaning. The relative frequency of borrowing phrasal verbs from Finnish 
to Estonian rather than vice versa is thus also evidence that of the two mental processes 
Riionheimo (ibid.) mentions, semantic extension is easier and more favoured by the speakers 
than borrowing full constructions (form + meaning). What the speakers get when applying 
semantic extension are verbs whose meaning is less specific than that in their L1. It looks like 
the speakers’ need for a more specific expression of verbal meaning is not strong enough for 
them to go through the trouble of borrowing both form and meaning of phrasal verbs.  
 The meaning of bilingual ravioli-constructions is always more vague than that 
of switches that concern also the form of the construction - you never know from looking at 
ravioli exactly what the filling (the meaning) is. It seems that speakers are more tolerant of 
this kind of vagueness in verbs than in nouns. Praakli’s research (2009: 160) shows that 
                                               
39 Semantic borrowing of a ravioli word has also been noted by Ala-Risku (forthcoming) in a novel by A. 
Camilleri, who uses the Italian word spiere in the meaning of Sicilian spieri ’to ask’ (cf. Italian ’to spy’). 
40 Borrowing of phrasal verbs is more common in the speech of old Ingrian Finnish immigrants to 
Estonia (cf. Riionheimo and Kivisalu 1994), who have, under intensive language contact of ca. 50 
years experienced first language attrition. Praakli’s data are better compared with those from my 
recordings, because they are from young or middle-aged speakers who have lived in Finland for less 
than two decades. 
41 The gap-filling-theory cannot explain all contact phenomena (Matras 2009: 138). 
42 Kolehmainen (2005), however, finds that the number of Finnish phrasal verbs is actually larger 
than has been claimed in prior studies. 
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nouns do not attract semantic borrowing from Finnish to Estonian as much as verbs do, and 
the same is true for the other direction of borrowing seen in the current data. While many of 
the ravioli-verbs in both Praakli’s and my data are used in an “unmarked” manner that 
suggests the speaker’s not wanting to draw attention to the word or not even being conscious 
of using them, ravioli-nouns are often framed with, for example, word search markers (cf. 
Praakli 2009: 162˗163). Ravioli nouns are often culturally specific words, such as aula 
‘assembly hall’ in (9), which was used as a proper noun (cf. ibid.). Speakers can also make 
relevant the vagueness or polysemy of ravioli-words and use their bilingual meaning potential 
for the benefit of the ongoing interaction. Examples of this are discussed further in Section 
3.4. But before moving on to the interactional use of bilingual constructions, let us have a 




The discussion in Section 2.2.3 led to the conclusion that because compounding is a common 
way of creating novelties by joining two elements together in monolingual speech (cf. ISK 
§399), compounds are also fertile ground for bilingual innovations. In the case of 
[Endocentric compound nouns] the first noun acts as a modifier or determiner of the second 
one, so that in the flow of speech the speaker first utters the part that specifies the referent 
and then the part that identifies it as belonging to a class. The two nouns are typically spelled, 
pronounced and inflected as one word, and there is usually no morphological connector 
between them. The bipartite unity of compounds can be depicted as a farfalla ‘butterfly’ 
shape (Figure 2). 
 
Figure 2 - [Endocentric compound noun] 
 
Between the two ‘wings’ of the farfalla construction there is a switch of functions, which is 
the act the speaker is implementing. For example, when uttering the word sööklahaju ‘smell 
of a canteen’ in (20),43 the speakers first specify the referent as having to do with canteens - 
and specifically Estonian canteens (which we deduce from the choice of language in söökla) 
- and then move on to identify the referent as belonging to the class of ‘smells’. As in the 
majority of bilingual [Endocentric compound nouns], the modifier, which has the job of 
specification to do, is in Estonian, and the head in Finnish, which is the main language of the 
conversation. 
                                                
43 The usage of Estonian söökla ‘canteen’ (20) is analysed in {Compounds} as contributing to the 
assessment activity (cf. Goodwin & Goodwin 1992) in which the participants have been engaged. 
They have assessed sööklas in a rather negative tone, after which Jonna contributes with a telling of 
having encountered sööklahaju in her apartment building in Finland when her ”probably non-
Finnish” (her wording) neighbours cook. 





01 Sari: Ja  siäkö      on     sööklahaju vai. 
  And DEM3.LOC.Q be.3SG canteen+smell Q 
  And there you have the smell of a canteen? 
02 Jonna: Siellä       on     sööklahaju    ku
 DEM3.LOC.ADE be.3SG canteen+smell when 
03  joku tekee    ruokaa. 
 INDF make:3SG food:PAR. 
 There is the smell of a canteen when someone is cooking. 
 
The function of joining two linguistic items is by no means limited to compound lexemes, but 
is present also in many clausal and clause-combining constructions. In [Existential] and 
[Assessing predicative constructions] the verb (copula) acts as the ‘body of the butterfly’ or 
‘knot of the bow tie’, tying the two NPs together (Figures 3 and 4). Semantically these two 
constructions are similar, in that the latter part characterises the first (see Sections 2.3.1 and 
2.3.2). The utterance in (20) is an example of an [Existential] (used twice here in slightly 
different forms). In the jagged edges of the right-hand Figure 3, are the discourse particles ja 
‘and’ and vai ‘or’ that are anaphoric and cataphoric devices to “bracket units of talk” (cf. 
Schiffrin 1987: 31). For the sake of clarity, they and the question particle -ko are left out of 
the figure on the left, which thus represent the minimal form of the construction, matching 
both existentials in lines 01 and 02-03 of (20). 
 
Figure 3 - [Existential] 
 
 
The example of an [Assessing predicative construction] in Figure 4 Alle kakskytviisvuotiaat 
naiseD ei ole otsusevõimaliseD ‘women under 25 are not competent (to make decisions)’ is 
taken from Extract (17) in Section 2.3.3. 
Figure 4 - [Assessing predicative construction] 
 
The copula on is a bilingual homophone that is often identical in Finnish and Estonian. It is 
therefore a potential facilitator (or even trigger, cf. Clyne 2003: 162) of codeswitching. 
            [NP          [V_COP] [AP~NP] 
 
   alle kakskytviis                  otsuse- 
         vuotiaat       ei ole    võimaliseD 
           naiseD 
  [NP_LOC]           [V_COP]       [NP] 
 




Homophones are natural bridges between stretches of talk in two languages. Another thing 
that facilitates switching is the different function the two wings of the construction have. As 
in [Endocentric compounds] and [Existentials], it is typical that the part codeswitched to 
Estonian is the one that does the characterising or specification – only here it is uttered in the 
latter part of the construction. It is usually not the ‘what’ but the ‘how’ or ‘what kind’ that 
speakers want to mark with codeswitching. This can happen for different reasons, which can 
be discussed under the headings of semantic specifity (cf. Backus 2001) and heteroglossia 
(cf. Bakhtin 1982), as discussed in the articles of this study.  
 When using an [Existential] or [Assessing predicative construction], the speaker 
starts by making reference (‘pointing’) to the object, person or place that is talked about (in 
the examples in Figure 3 and Figure 4 this is done with a pronoun se ~ siellä).  The copula 
marks a shift of direction when the speaker moves from the act of pointing to that of 
characterisation. In [Voicing constructions] a change of footing (cf. Goffman 1981)  happens 
when the speaker reaches the word et(tä) ~ jot(ta), which is almost always present in both 
Finnish and Estonian voicings (cf. Laury and Seppänen 2008, Keevallik 2008). The example 
in Figure 5 is from {Voicings} and is partly repeated below as (21). 
 
Figure 5 - [Voicing construction]   
 
(21) 
04 Mun     virolainen koulukaveri laitto  mulle   linkin, 
   1SG:GEN Estonian   schoolmate  put.PST 1SG:ALL link:GEN 
       My Estonian schoolmate sent me a link 
06 hommikulehestä44          sillee   että .hh että, 
   [name of newspaper]:ELA DEM3.MAN PRT      PRT 
       from Hommikuleht, that 
07 (.) 
08 See [soome   ajakirjanik on      
   DEM Finnish reporter    be.SG3  
       this Finnish journalist is 
10 ikka päris [loll. 
   PRT  quite stupid 
       quite stupid 
 
Figure 5 shows how the codeswitching in (21) follows the farfalle shape of a [Voicing 
construction]. The particles and pause in lines 06 and 07 mark the point where the speaker 
switches to the voicing of her friend. The codeswitching to Estonian is done exactly with the 
alleged words of the Estonian speaker, and the rest of the utterance is in Finnish. The fact that 
codeswitching does not always follow the boundaries of voicing can be explained by the fact 
                                                




















that constructions are not two-dimensional. They are layered so that each larger construction 
contains smaller ones. So, for example, when voicing an assessment, the speaker can choose 
to use codeswitching within the second ‘wing’ of the [Voicing constuction] as in (21), or the 
[Assessing predicative construction] as shown in Figure 6. The example in Figure 6 is from 
Extract (17), see also Figure 4. In it the copula ei ole ‘are not’ is a bilingual homophone and 
the [Assessing predicative] otsusevõimalised ‘competent to make decisions’ is in Estonian. 
Figure 6 - Layering of an [Assesive predicative] clause and  [Voicing 
construction]  
 
If Figure 6 were to be made more exact, a third farfalla could be pictured on the right wing - 
of the compound adjective otsuse+võimaliseD (‘decision’ + ‘competent’ = ‘competent to 
make decisions’.  In a similar manner, the bilingual [Endocentric compound] sööklahaju was 
layered onto the [Existential] in (20), and Figure 3 could thus also have been depicted as a 
layered farfalla. The layered depiction of constructions shows how speakers switch from one 
linguistic act to another several times during the production of an utterance; for example, 
when advancing from framing a voicing to voicing, from naming a referent to assessing it etc. 
All of these switching points (the bodies of the butterflies or knots of bow-ties) are spots for 
shifting the direction of the utterance and thus well motivated loci for codeswitching.  
 The farfalle shown here are examples of constructions that include a switch 
between two linguistic acts - typically that between introducing a referent (e.g. an object, 
person, place or event) and characterising or modifying it. This appears to be a shared 
characteristic of at least compounds, some (if not all) copula constructions, voicings – and 
many other constructions as well.45 Other than this similarity, the current study has no 
answers regarding the mental connections between different farfalle. One finding can, 
however, be briefly mentioned here, and it is the one by Ehmer (2011) reported by Auer and 
Pfänder (2011:13–14) of a compound [cosa de [Quote]] in Argentinian Spanish. This 
construction is used for voicing, and it emerges on the analogy of a more conventionalised [N 
de N] compound (ibid.). The fact that speakers can blend two seemingly very different 
farfalle-constructions - N+N-compounds and voicing constructions - suggests a connection 
between them, perhaps a similarity in mental representations or processing.  
 In the next section, the dynamics of codeswitching are discussed and some 
constructions are shown to be realised bilingually in the interactional flow of speech. 
                                                
45 Even the patterning of a sequence that ends in a sequence closing sequence could be depicted as 
a farfalla: A change of footing happens when the participants move from the activities of the main 
sequence to that of closing it down with a summary or evaluation. 
 [NP] [V_COP][AP] [reporting 




Se  on  sanonu 












According to the research tradition of interactional linguistics, grammar is shaped by 
interaction (see, e.g. Fox 2007). The idea that speech unfolds in time, creating moments when 
a certain form is used was called on-line syntax by Auer (2009a, see also Auer & Pfänder, 
eds 2011). Auer’s idea is that grammar (by which he means morphosyntax and especially 
syntax) is projected in much the same way as turns in conversation are sequentially projected 
by preceding turns: “By projection I mean the fact that an individual action or part of it 
foreshadows another. In order to understand what is projected, interactants need some kind of 
knowledge about how actions …  typically … follow each other in time” (Auer  2005). Each 
uttered construction creates participants’ expectations of what might follow (ibid, Figure 7). 
In these spots, in the flow of interaction, grammar emerges, filling a preceding projection 
(Figure 8) – and creating new ones for that which is to follow (ibid.). Hopper (1987, 1998 and 
2011), discusses the on-line emergence of grammar in interaction as well as the more 
diachronic side of grammar as emergent from the speakers’ memory of past interactional 
situations that are (in his terms) sedimented into what we know as grammar (see also Auer & 






Figure 7: Projection Figure 8: Emergence  Figure 9: Sedimentation 
  
Hopper’s (op.cit) theory stresses the fact that regardless of projections and sedimentations, 
grammar is not something that predetermines languages use, nor is it fixed or stable.  From 
the on-line perspective, this means that “speakers do not create utterances by matching them 
in advance of the utterance to an a priori schema, but rather improvise at each point as the 
discourse unfolds” (Hopper 2011). From the diachronic point of view, this means that 
“Grammar never exists as such, but is always coming into being. There is, in other words, no 
’grammar’ but only ’grammaticalisation’” (Hopper 1987: 148). Hopper acknowledges the 
existence of a ”relatively stable and uniform” grammaticality, but finds that any attempt to 
limit the domain of grammar just to the relatively stable phenomena is arbitrary (ibid). 
Thus, for example, codeswitching sometimes occurs in spots where it is more or 
less foreshadowed by preceding talk. If speakers are used to sometimes using codeswitching 
in a certain sequential environment, they can expect that it is used again in similar contexts.46 
As the discussions in the previous sections have shown, this applies on the level of sequences 
as well as within turns: [Sequence closing sequences], [Voicing constructions] and 
[Assessing predicatives] are examples of constructions that attract relatively frequent 
                                                
46 Although a sequential approach is taken here, it does not mean that other factors cannot motivate 
codeswitching. Auer (1984a) distinguished between ’participant related’ and ’discourse related’ 
codeswitching, but the two can be intertwined; for example, in Mondada’s (2007) study a surgeon 
coordinates his simultanious actions by addressing his assistant in French and other colleagues in 
English (and in Section 3.3 an extract will be discussed where participant-related switching is 
employed to coordinate the course of a game). Since most of the current data are from 
conversations between Finns only, there is not much participant-related switching. 
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codeswitching and ones where, therefore, codeswitching can be foreshadowed. More 
generally, if a somehow Estonian context has already been created, codeswitching to 
Estonian can be expected. Estonian contexts can be created by speakers who voice Estonians 
or discuss topics related to the society or language. It is also possible that certain bilingual 
homophones (such as the copula on and the reported speech marking connector et) open up 
contexts where Estonian is at least weakly foreshadowed.47 In the current data, codeswitching 
is relatively infrequent, but studies in language contacts show that in other communities 
patterns of codeswitching are more sedimented and thus more strongly projected in 
interaction.  
Besides projection, another phenomenon that often creates contexts for on-line 
emergent grammar is that of recycling (Anward 2005, Laury 2005, Savijärvi & Seppänen 
2010, Savijärvi 2011: 167-230). In interaction, people reuse constructions that have been 
introduced in preceding utterances, modify them slightly, and thus build on what has already 
been said. Not all recyclings are projected, in the strict sense, by previous turns, but they 
nevertheless shape grammar in interaction, and form a natural habitat for emergent 
constructions. Earlier studies have shown that lexical recycling can result in intrasentential 
codeswitching (e.g. Halmari 1998; Savijärvi 2011, 170-175), and this has also been found to 
happen in the current data (see, e.g. Ex. 5 in {Compounds}, in which the writer picks a 
ravioli word from an Estonian email message and uses it in a Finnish form but with Estonian 
meaning in her own message).  
Much of the previous work on emergent grammar has focused on phenomena 
that are syntactic or morphosyntactic in nature (see, e.g. articles in Auer & Pfänder, eds. 
2011). As shown by Auer (2009b), syntactic projections within a turn are, however, much 
like the sequential projections between turns. If we include conversational patterns in the 
description of grammar, we can also call them on-line grammar. Take, for example, 
[Sequence closing sequences] (see {Closings}, Section 2.4), which occur when there has 
been a prolonged sequence or topic. They are the joint work of participants who decide to do 
a little extra instead of just abandoning a topic. Very often this decision has to do with the 
nature of the preceding sequence, which usually is prolonged because of some trouble: 
disalignment or disaffiliation (cf. Stivers 2008, Stivers et al. 2011: 20-22 on alignment and 
affiliation). When speakers initiate [Sequence closing sequences] with a codeswitched 
utterance, the motivations for them doing so have at least three sources: possible projections 
from the preceding sequence, the speakers’ sedimented knowledge of how a construction 
type [Sequence closing sequence] usually works, and their knowledge or innovation with 
respect to how, by using codeswitching, one might achieve the goal of closing the previous 
activity (see {Closings}). 
                                               
47 Two things must be noted here. First, that in the current data, the projections for codeswitching 
even in these spots must be relatively weak, because the participants mostly use monolingual 
Finnish. And second, that projection does not explain all cases of codeswitching. Auer’s (2009b) 
theory of on-line syntax does leave room for less projectable elements and innovations since, firstly, 
he states that not all projections are as strong as others, so that there can be more or less variation 
in the possible projectees; and secondly, speakers always have the possibility to change the course 
of action and not fulfill projections. This explains why codeswitching is sometimes used in 
unexpected contexts: Although the speakers are accustomed to monolingual projections, they can 
choose to draw from other-language resources too. This is, in fact, characteristic of the data in 
whole, it being drawn from first-generation speakers for whom codeswitching to Estonian is a 
relatively newly acquired habit. As is discussed in {Voicings}, codeswitching by old immigrants is 
somewhat different from this. 
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In the following subsection - 3.1 - some on-line emergent conversational 
patterns of code-switching are discussed, while in 3.2 and 3.3 the on-line emergence of turn-
internal bilingual forms - word order and morphosyntax, respectively - is in focus. These 
discussions show how a preceding Estonian utterance may motivate a later turn to become 
bilingual. The discussion shows how codeswitching occurs in recycled items, but does not 
rule out other possible manifestations of bilingual on-line syntax. In subsection 3.4, the 
notion of on-line emergence is extended to meaning, and the discussion focuses on how 






Although I do not know of any prior research that would employ the notion of on-line 
emergence in the study of bilingual language use, some of the early studies of bilingual 
conversations do give examples of how codeswitching responds to the participants’ 
interactional needs in an on-going sequence. The simplest of on-line phenomena is that of 
adjacency pairs (cf. Sacks 1995(I):718–719, Schegloff & Sacks 1973): a first pair part that 
performs a certain type of action - say a request or an informing - projects a certain kind of 
responsive turn from the recipient; for example, a compliance with, or rejection of a request, 
or a news-receipt as a response to an informing (cf. Sacks 1987; Couper-Kuhlen 2010; 
Levinson 2012; Fox et al. eds, forthcoming). It was pointed out by Auer (1995: 130) that 
there is a tendency for utterances to follow the language choice of a preceding turn when they 
have been strongly projected by it (such as in the case of adjacency pairs). In my data, there 
are both cases that follow this tendency as well as ones that do not. Nevertheless, language 
choice can be used as a device for what Sacks called skip-tying (cf. Sacks 1995(I): 733-734): 
when a following turn (for example, a second pair part or a specifying question) is not uttered 
immediately after the first turn it relates to, speakers often mark it in a way that shows this 
relation. This is necessary in the case of delays, if there are turns in between the two pair 
parts. In multi-party conversations, skip-tying has to do with managing the participation 
framework as well: with it, the speaker shows whom the turn is addressed to. An example of 
this is shown in {Facebook}, as Extract (6), which is repeated here as Extract (22). 
 Facebook status lines and comment chains that follow them resemble face-to-
face conversations in many ways: The participants are in the same conversational space and 
produce utterances on-line. Codeswitching can happen within utterances and also between 
them, when different participants use different languages, or when a single participant uses 
many languages. In (22) Ville, who is a native Finnish speaker but has lived in Estonia, 
writes a status line that forms a request (lines 1–2). The turn is in Estonian, but it gets 






1 Ville Vaara sooviks teada head 
internet-kauplust kust saaks eesti musa 
Translation (Estonian underlined): 
 
1 Ville Vaara would like to know a good 
Internet shop where you could order 
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ja dvd:sid Soome tellitud... Teab keegi 
äkki? :) 
2 Marika Mustonen: http://www. 
lasering.ee/  No, en tiedä onko hyvä... 
3 Ville Vaara: Kiitsa :) 
4 Tuija Teräs: millist muusikat?? 
5 Lisbet Liim: ^Head muusikat! ;) 
6 Tuija Teräs: http://www.cdmarket.fi/fi/ 
shop/cdaudio/index/Qzk5OQ==  
7 Ville Vaara: Igasugust :) Rohkem 
praegu meeldiks dvd:sid tellida. Just 
nimelt mõtlen, kas film "Disko ja tuuma-
sõda" (2009) on juba dvd-formaadis 
väljastatud. 
8 Tuija Teräs: Tarkoitat siis tätä 
http://www.leffatykki.com/elokuva/disko-ja-
tuumasC3B5da 
9 Ville Vaara: Juuri tuota :) 
Estonian music and dvd’s to Finland… 
Anyone happen to know? :) 
2 Marika Mustonen: http://www.lasering. 
ee/ Well, I don’t know if it’s good…  
3 Ville Vaara: Thanks :) 
4 Tuija Teräs: what kind of music?? 
5 Lisbet Liim: ^Good music! ;) 
6 Tuija Teräs: http://www.cdmarket.fi/fi/ 
shop/cdaudio/index/Qzk5OQ== 
7 Ville Vaara: All kinds :) Right now I’d 
mostly like to order dvd’s. Namely,  
I’m thinking if the film Disco and Atomic 
War (2009) is out in dvd format yet.  
8 Tuija Teräs: So you mean this one 
http://www.leffatykki.com/elokuva/disko-ja-
tuumasC3B5da 
9 Ville Vaara: Exactly that one :) 
 
 
Several adjacency pairs can be found in (22). The first first pair part is Ville’s request in turn 
1, which Marika complies with by sending a link. She also mitigates her act by saying she’s 
not sure if the link is good. She uses Finnish, which is probably the language these two 
people usually converse in. There is no need for skip-tying the responsive turn by using the 
language of the first turn, because they are adjacent. Responding to a first pair part in a 
different language has been associated with dispreferred second pair-parts (Androutsopoulos 
2007); it is a similar cue to the recipient as are pauses and other hesitations (cf. e.g. 
Pomerantz 1984a). This could be the case in line 2: Marika’s claim of not knowing if the link 
she has sent is good makes her turn a less preferred response to the request than sending one 
that she knows is good. Her turn projects an acknowledgement which Ville gives in the third 
turn. His ‘thanks’ is a preferred response that follows the language choice of its first pair part.  
After these two Finnish turns, another Estonian one follows - Tuija’s request 
for information: ‘what kind of music’ (in line 4). The question requests a specification of 
Ville’s first turn, and is produced in the same language. Estonian is not the ordinary language 
of communication between Tuija and Ville, and here it is used for the purpose of skip-tying. 
Both responses to this question are tied to it by their language choice (lines 5 and 7). Ville 
continues by saying that he is mostly interested in DVDs and one film in particular. Tuija, 
having found the film on the Internet, posts a link and asks whether that is the one Ville 
means (line 8). Tuija’s turn in line 8 comes right after the turn it relates to, which is why she 
does not need to tie it by using Estonian this time. In summary, Extract (22) shows how 
participants’ language choices are influenced by sequential factors: Same-language second 
pair parts and repair initiators are used for skip-tying, while those that immediately follow the 
first pair part need not be in the same language. 
Another group of cases among some early reportings of codeswitching that can 
be regarded examples of on-line grammar are Gal’s (1979: 112), Gumperz’ (1982: 78-79) 
and Auer’s (1984b) observations about reiterations of a first-pair-part if the recipient does not 
answer. For example, bilingual parents may first utter a directive in one language, and  if the 
child does not respond to it, utter it again in another language.  
In terms of on-line grammar, first the directive turn projects a response, then the 
non-deliverance of this projection projects (among other possibilities) a reiteration of the 
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directive by the first speaker. Reiteration was listed by Gumperz (1982: 78-79) as one of the 
conversational functions of codeswitching, and later Auer (1995:120) argued that reiterations 
are (a group) of “conversational structures”48 in which codeswitching serves different 
functions (i.e. meanings) such as putting emphasis on demands or requests, clarification or 
attracting attention.  What makes these patterns on-line emergent is the fact that they are used 
only in specific, interactionally occasioned loci; if the children in Gal’s or Gumperz’ 
examples were to respond to the first request there would be no need for a codeswitched 
reiteration. 
Since Gal reported several occurrences of codeswitching in similar sequential 
loci, we can say that for that particular community, this bilingual construction has become 
more or less sedimented (see Auer 1984b: 93). Nevertheless, sedimentation is not a 
prerequisite of on-line grammar: There are also ephemeral49 constructions, innovations that 
occur only once or for the first time. This is the case for many of the Finnish-Estonian 
bilingual constructions in the data discussed here: some of them occur only once in the data, 
and others do not seem to form a recurrent usage pattern (yet), but do point to a possible very 
early stage of sedimentation for some speakers. One such phenomenon is the Estonian 
influence on word order that is seen occasionally in the data and that has been reported by 
speakers. Examples of this are discussed in the following Section (3.2), where extracts have 
been chosen so that they represent cases where bilingual word order is clearly an on-line 
phenomenon; that is, one that emerges and is motivated by something that preceded it in its 




In (23) two women are watching television, but the picture is grainy. Oona proposes50 they 
try to fix it (lines 01-03), but Marja rejects this by announcing, in lines 04-05, that she has 
already tried. When Oona does not respond, Marja first gives an affiliative assessment of the 
picture (by recycling the [Assessing predicative] huono ‘bad’ Oona had used in line 02) and 
then, in lines 09-10, reiterates the announcement about having already tried to fix the picture. 
The lines without glossing are all spoken in Finnish. (23) is an example of how, in a 




01 Oona: Pitäskö, 
 Should we 
02  Onks toi vähän huono toi kuva nyt. 
 Is the picture a bit bad now 
03  Parempi [ollu aikassemmin. ] 
 It was better earlier. 
04 Marja: [.hh (>No  halusin<)]   mä (.) püüdsin     sitä  
        PRT want:PST:1SG 1SG    try:PST:1SG 3SG:PAR 
                                               
48 Auer’s argumentation here is but a step away from calling such conversational patterns that 
include codeswitching bilingual constructions (cf. discussion in Section 2) 
49 Ephemeral phenomena have also been found in English data by Ford (personal communication 
7.6.2012) and Fox. 
50 Because of the zero-person form in pitäskö (should-ø-Q), the turn can be interpreted as a proposal 
of fixing the antenna or a request for Marja to do it.  
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05  laittaa mut ei  se  tullu hh. 
 put:INF but NEG 3SG come:PP 
 I wanted, I tried to put it, but it didn’t get (better). 
06  (1.0) 
07  Se on aina noi kauhukuvat o vähän huonoi.  
 It’s always those horror pictures are a bit bad. 
08  (2.5) 
®  Mä  yritin      sitä    vaihtaa    ei  se  
 1SG try:PST:1SG 3SG:PAR change:INF NEG 3SG 
10  vaihtunu  paremmaks. 
 change:PP better:COMP:TRA 
 I tried to change it, but it didn’t change for the better. 
11 (0.6) 
12  Tä o vähän (tämmönen) rakeine. 
 It’s a bit grainy. 
13 Oona:  Mm. 
 Uhm 
 
Extract (23) shows how a speaker reiterates a turn which is responsive - that is, it does not 
act as a first pair part like the reiterated turns in Gal’s (1979), Gumperz’ (1982: 78-79) and 
Auer’s (1984b) data - but which still projects a response from the other participant (the first 
speaker). The turn that gets reiterated is the one in lines 04-05: a reporting that responds to 
the first speaker’s proposal or request, and it projects some kind of acknowledgement token 
from the person who made the proposal /request.51 The reiteration in (23) thus serves a 
similar function to that described in the literature - when she does not get an adequate 
response, the speaker repeats her turn in a slightly altered form to pursue a response (cf. 
Pomerantz 1984b). 
Extract (23) does not follow the same pattern of codeswitched reiterations that 
has most often been reported in the literature, where the codeswitching happens in the 
reiteration. Instead, the speaker here codeswitches the first time she makes the announcement 
(in line 04)52, but uses the base language of the conversation the second time (lines 09-10). 
More precisely, there is an Estonian lexical element in the first utterance and not in the 
second, where only the word order is Estonian. This means that the function of codeswitching 
is not the one mentioned in earlier studies – to add emphasis to a reiteration. Rather, having 
switched back to the base language, the speaker can recycle her own utterance and alter its 
form without changing the meaning.  
 The utterances in line 04-05 and 09-10 in (23) include a finite verb ‘to try’ that 
usually gets an infinitive complement in both Estonian and Finnish. What is typical of 
Estonian but not Finnish in these sentences is that an NP complement of the infinitive, in this 
case sitä ‘it’ (cf. Estonian cognate seda) is uttered before the infinitive (cf. e.g. Huumo 1993, 
Ehala 2001, Vilkuna 2000: 276). Estonian influence on the Finnish word order in this 
construction was reported already by Klaas in 1999, but her study did not include an analysis 
of the interactional context where it was used. In (23), the Estonian-like word order in lines 
04-05 is probably motivated by the usage of an Estonian verb, but the same word order is 
                                               
51 To my knowledge, this sequence type (1. proposal - 2. disaligning announcement - (3. 
acknowledgment)) has not been studied in Finnish, and it is therefore impossible to say how strong 
the projection for the 3rd turn is. In (23) the first speaker does not interpret the 2nd turn as needing 
acknowledgement, but the second speaker does. 
52 The codeswitching in line 04 may be motivated by the dispreference of the turn, the fact that the 
speaker opposes Oona’s proposal instead of, for example, getting up and readjusting the antenna 
(cf. discussion in 3.1). 
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recycled in the reiteration (lines 09-10), which contains only Finnish lexemes. The Estonian 
influence in the word order of the otherwise Finnish utterance is on-line emergent and 
interactionally conditioned; had Oona given a response to Marja’s first utterance, the 
reiteration that brought along the recycling of Estonian word order would most probably not 
have taken place.  
Another example of word order that ‘breaks’ the finite verb – infinitive chain is 
(24). This extract exemplifies two kinds of on-line emergence: 1) that the word order of an 
utterance can be motivated by the utterances that precede it; and 2) that codeswitching to an 
Estonian lexical item can emerge on-line after the word order of the turn has already become 
Estonian. This single-word switch is in line 05, where an adverbial in Estonian is marked by 
underlined glosses in the transcript. The extract is from the same conversation as the previous 
one. The two women have been talking about the German team having scored so many points 
that it doesn't matter if they don't win the ongoing game. After watching and commenting the 
game for 2 min (not shown here), the speaker called Oona gives a summary assessment  of 
this earlier topic by stating the consequences of the team's good scores (in line 02), which the 
recipient Marja acknowledges. After a pause, Marja gives a second assessment (in line 05, 
which is the target turn of the following analysis). After Oona has acknowledged this, the 




02 Oona:  Eli saksan       o  helppo pelata. 
 thus Germany:GEN be easy  play:INF 
 So it’s easy for Germany to play  
03 Marja:  Mhm 
 Yeah 
04 TV: [---]aga vahele      jõuab       esimesena Rhymes. 
      but between:ALL make_it:3SG first:ESS Rhymes- 
 ..but Rhymes cuts in first  
® Marja: Nii ne voi paljo muretumalt pelata. 
 PRT 3PL can lot  relaxed:COMP:ABL play:INF  
 So they can play much more relaxedly.  
06 Oona:  Mm-m. 
 Uhm 
 
The word order in line 05 can be motivated by at least three factors: 
· the possibility of such a word order in a Finnish clause;  
· the typical word order in Estonian; and 
· the word order of the preceding clauses. 
The utterance in line 05 is rather Finnish-like, not only because of the Finnish lexemes but 
because of the lack of agreement of the verb with the plural subject, which is not typical of 
Estonian (cf. Est. või-vad can-3PL). In Finnish, the neutral word order for the end of the 
clausal construction would, however, be similar to the English one: The infinitive would 
follow the modal verb and precede the adverbials - Nii ne voi pelata paljo huolettomammin 
(cf. Huumo 1993: 125-129, ISK §496, 498). Adverbials can be placed between the two verbs 
in Finnish, but this is common only of adverbials that are understood to modify the whole 
clause, not just the infinitive.This is not the case in (24), because the adverbial paljo 
muretumalt ‘much more relaxedly’ clearly modifies the infinitive pelata ‘play’. The word 
order where infinitive-modifying adverbials follow the modal verb but precede the infinitive 
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is common in Estonian: Jaa nad võivad palju muretumalt mängida (see Huumo op.cit., Ehala 
2001, and examples in Penjam 2008: 124ff).53  
 The word order of the construction in the preceding Finnish utterance by Oona  
Eli Saksan on helppo pelata (line 02) also serves as a model for an infinitive-final word 
order. It is a different kind of construction (cf. ISK §1583), where the expected place for the 
infinitive is in the end. This sets the assessing adverbial of the utterance in line 05 in the same 
position as the assessing adjective of the utterance in line 02 - preceding the infinitive pelata 
‘play’ in both sentences. Although the adverbial paljo muretumalt and the adjective helppo 
are different parts of speech, their meaning in these utterances is rather similar and they are 
both used to assess the way the German team can play.  In between the two women’s turns 
there is also an Estonian clause (from the TV) with reversed word order. The comparison of 
line 05 with the preceding turns is shown in Table 8. 
  
 X V ADJ / ADV INF ~ NP 
line 02 Saksan  on  helppo  pelata 
line 04 Vahele  jõuab  esimesena  Rhymes 
line 05 Ne  voi paljo muretumalt pelata 
 
Table 8. Word order 
 
Another point of interest regarding (24) is how codeswitching of an Estonian lexical item 
emerges after the turn has taken an Estonian-like word order. Having uttered the word paljo 
instead of an infinitive after the modal verb, the speaker has opened up a syntactic context 
that is more typical of Estonian. She would have the option to repair it, to fix the construction 
to monolingual Finnish, but she chooses to utter a word in the language of the newly created 
context. The last word of the utterance is again in Finnish, in which the conversation 
continues. The codeswitching to a single Estonian lexeme can be interpreted as the speaker’s 
recognition of a newly created Estonian context: It indicates that the speaker identifies the 
word order as something Estonian.  
The above examples show the advantages of investigating grammar in its 
sequential environment: It gives access to bilingual phenomena that are recognised by the 
speakers on some level (e.g. as ‘weird word order’) but that are not conventionalised. Word 
order in sentences that have a finite and non-finite verbal component has not been studied 
much in either monolingual Finnish or Estonian - perhaps because it is something that is not 
bound by rigid rules (see, however, Huumo 1993: 125-129 for a contrastive study). For an 
interactional linguistic approach this is not a problem, and when it comes to bilingual 
interaction, this flexible syntactic spot seems to attract co-play between Finnish and Estonian. 
Sequential analysis also enables us not only to compare linguistic conventions of Finnish and 
Estonian and speculate on the possible influence of Estonian in the word order of otherwise 
                                               
53 The infinitive can be analysed as a complement (object) of the verb voida (Fin) /võima (Est) ‘can’ 
(e.g. Leino 1991: 109-112 and EKGII:§625, §666), and as a 'chain' predicate together with it (e.g. ISK § 
497; and Vilkuna 2000: 276ff, EKGII §625, 673). In Vilkuna’s (op.cit.) description of Finnish chain 
predicates, each word is followed by its complements. In recent Estonian research Penjam (2008: 
124-130) also uses the notion of a verb chain, although her examples show that in most cases (27 
out of 35) the modal verb is not immediately followed by the infinitive (but an adverbial, the subject 
or a complement of the infinitive are placed between them). Regardless of the terminology used, the 
prototypical word order of Estonian modal constructions clearly differs from that of Finnish. 
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One of the Estonian Finnish recordings shows a case of how bilingual morphosyntax can be 
an on-line emergent phenomenon. In (25) the speaker’s choice of a postposition may be 
influenced by her own preceding Estonian turn. Extract (25) is from an audiorecording of a 
game of Trivial Pursuit, where there are two Estonian participants present whose knowledge 
of Finnish is limited to understanding only a few phrases and words. Changes in the 
participation framework are indicated by codeswitching. The first lines by Oona and Marja, 
who are on one team in the game, are addressed to all the participants, and switching to 
Finnish in line 08 marks a discussion between the two team members, who are not yet ready 
to give their final answer (participant-related codeswitching is further discussed in Section 4). 
The trivia asked is what the Finnish word pentteri ‘cuddy’ means. 
 
(25) 
01 Oona: Mul     on     kaks sellist (.) nagu, 
 1SG:ADE be.3SG two  DEM.ADJ:PAR PRT 
 I have two like 
02 Marja: Varianti        või. 
 alternative.PAR Q    
 Alternatives? 
03 Vastuse    varianti. 
answer.GEN alternative.PAR 
Alternative answers 
04 Oona: EII mitte (--) vaid millega see võib     
 NEG NEG        but  REL:COM DEM can:3SG  
05 seotud   olla. 
 relate:PP be:INF 
 No, not (--) but what it can be related to. 
06 Marja: Okei (.) no, 
 PRT      PRT 
 Okey, well 
07 ? he he he 
08 Oona: Pentteri on     (natuke) n- n- mikä  vois    olla    
 cuddy    be.3SG (little)       Q_NOM can:CON be:INF 
®  niinku purjehtimisen kanssa joku lai[(va juttu), 
PRT    sailing:GEN   with   INDF ship    thing 
A cuddy is a bit (like) what could be (related) to sailing, some ship thing. 
10 Marja:                                     [Joo kuulostaa  
11 ihan (--) 
 Yes it sounds exactly… 
 
Oona utters in her Estonian turn in line 04 a phrase millega see võib seotud olla ‘what it can 
be related to’. The Estonian phrasal verb seotud olla takes a complement in the comitative 
case, marked with the suffix -ga. This is not a case ending in Finnish, but it has a cognate: 
kanssa ‘with’, and the historical relation between these two morphemes is quite evident (see, 
e.g. Kokko 2007: 184–191). The word (or stem) that precedes both the Finnish postposition 
and the Estonian suffix is always in the genitive case. In line 09 Oona starts a Finnish phrase 
that recycles elements from her earlier turn but with a specification of her candidate answer: 
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purjehtimisen kanssa ‘with sailing’. The subject of the sentence is in the nominative case 
mikä and the only verbs in her utterance are vois olla ‘could be’ (line 08) - two bilingual 
homophones that were also used in the Estonian expression võib seotud olla ‘can be related’ 
(lines 04-05). (25a) shows a comparison of Oona’s innovative construction to monolingual 
Estonian and Finnish constructions.  
 
(25a) 
‘what/that could be (related) to sailing’ 
bilingual mikä vois olla  purjehtimisen kanssa  
cf. Est mis võiks olla purjetamise -ga seotud 
cf. Fin1 mikä vois liittyä purjehtimise -en  
cf. Fin2 millä vois olla purjehtimisen kanssa tekemistä 
gloss Q_NOM can:CON be:INF sailing:GEN with  
cf. Est Q_NOM can:CON be:INF sailing.GEN COM related 
cf. Fin1 Q_NOM can:CON relate:3SG sailing ILL  
cf. Fin2 Q-ADE can:CON be:INF sailing with tekemistä 
 
In Finnish ‘being related to something’ could be expressed with the synthetic verb liittyy that 
takes a complement in the illative case (i.e. the postposition kanssa would not be used). 
Another possibility would be to use a construction where the first NP would be in the 
adessive case (instead of the nominative mikä). It can be concluded that this part of the 
morphosyntax in Oona’s utterance is probably motivated by her own earlier Estonian turn.54 
In recent contact linguistic studies about multiple causation (see, e.g. 
Riionheimo 2007, 2011), bilingual varieties are compared to two or more monolingual ones, 
and the focus is on the interplay of language internal and cross-linguistic influences that lie 
behind the bilingual variety. Even if data is drawn from conversations, the studies typically 
focus on the bilingual mind as the locus of grammar and/or the community as the source of 
linguistic variation. The part which hasn’t been addressed in these studies is the local, 
interactionally situated processes in which language evolves. This seems to be a problem in a 
large number of the studies of language contact and codeswitching–the analysis seldom goes 
beyond clause-internal structures. It is, however, generally acknowledged that changes in 
language are motivated by the interactional situations people engage in. By systematic 
analysis of the interaction we can get to the bottom of how this happens. This is what was 
shown in the sections above: The emergence of bilingual utterances can be motivated by both 
the L1 and L2 grammar that is present in its immediate context. 
 
 	
                                               
54 It is of course possible that the speaker has some other construction in mind, for example, mikä 
voi olla purjehtimisen kanssa käytössä  (’what would be used with sailing’), but it would not be the 





In recent literature, discussions have been raised about the meaning aspects of codeswitching; 
for example, Backus and Verschik (2012) argue that prior studies have concentrated too 
much on the formal characteristics of bilingual phenomena, and that meaning, by which they 
mean both semantic and pragmatic aspects, rather than form, can explain common tendencies 
in codeswitching. {Voicings} and {Facebook} respond to the need of research in this field by 
addressing the problematics of the semantic /pragmatic functions of codeswitching in 
conversation and, more specifically, the nature of contextualisation (see also Section 4). 
{Compounds} discusses the role semantic specificity, bilingual homophony and frequency of 
use play in the formation of bilingual innovations (see also Section 2.2.3; Backus & 
Verschik, op.cit.).  
In this section, I propose yet another viewpoint: an investigation of how 
bilingual meanings emerge as participants in a conversation use the different meaning 
potentials of a bilingual homophone. In (26) the speaker called Oona draws on an Estonian 
meaning for a word she has first used in Finnish. The two women are watching a game of 
football. They are holding a poster chart where Marja has marked some of the scores of the 
World Cup games. Oona discovers that Marja has written them in the wrong place on the 
chart and points to the right spot. Marja offers to rewrite them, and Oona explains to her how 




01 Oona:  Miksä tohon (ei) laita niitä  
Why aren’t you writing them here? 
02  Tähän ne tulee 
This is where you put them. 
03  Marja: Ai mihin ne tulee 
Oh where do you put them? 
04 Oona:  Tohon (noi) 
Here. 
05 Oona: Sit tohon    tulee    skoorit 
06 just et [ketkä ketkä (°--°). 
 And here you mark the scores, like who, who (--). 
 ((Oona is holding the chart and pointing to a place on it.)) 
07 Marja:         [Ahaa. 
 I see. 
08 Marja:  Ai anna mä kirjotan uudestaa. 
 Let me write them again. 
 ((Oona hands the chart to Marja, who starts studying it)) 
09 Oona:  Ne on- Ja kirjota (sillee) tikkukirjamilla [(--) 
 They are-. And write them with capital letters. 
10 Marja:                                            [Okei. 
 Alright. 
11  Mä (.) luulin et ne kirjotetaan noi, 
 I thought that was the way you mark them. 
12 Marja: Em eii [(eikä hei) 
 Ehm no, no 
13 Oona:        [(Eiku siihe)   val- valkosee [tietenki. 
          PRT  DEM3:ILL whi- white:ILL of_course 
 No, in the white area of course. 
14 Marja:                                      [Nii just just 
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 I see, exactly. 
15 Oona:  valguse  £kätte£. 
 light.GEN ADP:ILL 
 In the light. 
16 (1.0)((Oona drinks, Marja writes on the chart.)) 
17 Marja:  Aa ni. 
 I see. 
18 (3.0) 
19 Jee ai nii just (toi mä en) huomannu ollenka. 
 Oh that’s right, exactly, I didn’t notice that. 
20 Oona:  (Ellu)n pitäs ottaa sit vähän sitä vinettoo. 
 Ellu should take some wine then. 
 
In the beginning of the exchange (26) Oona shows Marja where to mark the names of the 
teams and their game scores, and she also issues a directive on the kind of handwriting Marja 
should use. Marja’s turns ahaa, okei, and nii just just are news receipts that show that she 
acknowledges Oona’s epistemic and deontic authority on the matter and is agreeing to do as 
Oona proposes, but her turn in line 12 indicates that Marja can’t quite figure out the logic of 
the chart.She also admits to having marked the scores in the wrong place and gives accounts 
that explain why she did so (lines 11 and 19, cf. Koivisto, in preparation, on ai niin prefaced 
accounts). Responding to Marja’s search for the right spot, Oona’s turn in line 13 starts with 
the particle eiku, which marks it as a repair (see Haakana & Kurhila 2009). With tietenki ‘of 
course’ she also marks ‘writing in the white area’ as something self-evident, something Marja 
should have known. Oona’s taking a stance on such matters can be regarded as face-
threatening to the recipient–as if Oona was questioning Marja’s intellectual abilities (cf. 
Heritage & Raymond 2005). 
 Immediately after producing the face-threatening turn, Oona does three things: 
she turns away from the recipient, starts reaching for her glass, and utters two words in 
Estonian. The Estonian phrase she uses draws from the homophony of Finnish valkosee ’to 
the white (one)’ and Estonian valguse55 ‘light’. This ravioli word is used to evoke a second 
meaning of ‘in the light’- one that is unfit to the given context and could therefore be 
considered funny. The speaker herself smiles when uttering it, which together with her bodily 
behaviour is consistent with what people do when constructing laughables (cf. Ford & Fox 
2010), but there is no audible reaction from the recipient that would indicate that she too 
found it humorous (Marja’s face is behind the graph sheet and thus not visible to the camera). 
It appears that Oona’s use of codeswitching can be an attempt to lighten up her otherwise 
blunt utterance, to distance herself (as discussed on {Voicings} and {Closings}) from the 
stance already taken (a distancing also seen in her movement away from the physical space of 
the interaction to the activity of drinking).  
Although the codeswitching does not end in laughter or other interpretations of 
humour, the utterance in line 15 of (26) could fall under the category of “puns, language play, 
shift of key” that Auer (1995:120) lists as one of the common loci for codeswitching.  In the 
next extract (27) the speaker explicitly marks his telling as something funny. A ravioli is used 
also in this extract. In Finnish the word tipi is associated with birds (chicks) and used in an 
expression that imitates birds singing: tipi-tii. In Estonian tibi is used pejoratively of young 
women. The four participants are playing dice and one of the players (Sari) has just thrown a 
                                               
55 Note the voiceless pronunciation of <g> in Estonian as well as the non-distinction between short 
and long vowels in unstressed syllables. 
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very good score. Everyone (except maybe Raili) reacts or comments on this – Teppo by 
reciting words of an old Finnish song (see Eurovision 1962), which Tuija continues.  
 
(27) (chirp – chick) 
 
01 (1.0)((Sari throws the dice)) 
02 Teppo: [Jaaha.  
 I see 
03 Tuija?: [(Tuliko).  
 Did I get it 
04 Tuija?: Siinäpä se.  
 That’s it 
05 Teppo: Se oli siinä [sit. 
 That was it then. 
06 Tuija:              [Se oli sit siinä joo. 
 That was it yes. 
07 [((Raili throws the dice)) 
08 Teppo: [Tipitii tipitipitipitii kevät ON.  
 Chirpy-chirp, chirpy, chirpy, chirpy-chirp, spring it is  
09  (0.8)   
10 Tuija:  Vallaton. 
 what a bliss. 
11 Raili: Mitäs mu- 
 What do I- 
12 Teppo: Tipitii 
 Chirpy chirp. 
13 Raili: Mul ei oo kolmosii eihä.((to Teppo)) 
 I don’t have threes, do I? 
14 Teppo:  Tietkö (toi ku) mä on nauranu aina sitä [ku, 
 You know I’ve always laughed that when 
15 Tuija:                                         [Tii tii.  
 Chir-chir 
16 Teppo: Laulaa (.) päässää  ku   kävelee  tua      kadul  
 sing:3SG   head:3SG when walk:3SG DEM2.LOC street:ADE 
 I/you56 sing in my/your head when I/you walk on the street 
17  ¯tipitii t(h)ipitipit(h)ipitii¯ he he 
 Chirpy-chirp, chirpy, chirpy, chirpy-chirp  
18 ? He he he 
19 Teppo: Ku niitä k(h)ävelee v(h)astaa he he 
 When they walk past 
20 Sari?: Ha ha ha 
21 Tuija: Ha hah [ha ha 
22 Raili:         [Kyllä se on hauskaa. 
 That is funny. 
23 Teppo: £On se ei sille vaa v(h)oi m(h)itää.£ 
 It is. You just can’t help it. 
24 Tuija: i hi [hi  
25 Raili:      [Mut laita (.) nii-i (.) sä voit laulaa niille= 
 But put- Yes. You can sing to them. 
26 Tuija: =Tibukene. 
 Chicky-chick (EST) 
27 Raili: Helou. 
 Hello 
28 ((The door opens and someone comes in)) 
                                               
56 The speaker uses a generic 3SG verb form which can be used to mark personal (’1st person’) 




Sari’s turn in the game, where she throws the dice three times, is comparable to a sequence in 
conversation. It is problematic, because as nice as the good score is for Sari, it means that the 
others are at risk of losing the game. Long and problematic sequences are the context where 
[Sequence closing sequences] typically emerge. We also know from {Closings} that singings 
are used in initiating sequence closing sequences. Here we see that the same is done with a 
quotation from a song in Teppo’s turn in line 08. The others react to this (except Raili). It is 
quite common that a sequence closing sequence gives rise to a new topic; in (27) this is a 
telling by Teppo. Teppo explicitly frames his telling as a laughable: that he sings tipitii-
tipitipitii when walking on the street, whenever ‘they’ walk past (lines 16-17). In his telling, 
Teppo does not specify whom he means by them who walk by (in line 19). It is left for the 
recipients to grasp that tipi, which in the Finnish song is merely an onomatopoetic sound a 
bird makes, in fact refers to a very specific kind of chick in Estonian. This (joke left unsaid) 
is received as funny, and the joke is elaborated on (the extract is further discussed in Section 
4.2.2). Finally, Tuija’s Estonian turn (in line 26) makes it explicit that the participants are, in 
fact, thinking of women, and in Estonian. This extract is further analysed in 4.2.2. 
Extract (27) is similar to the previous one in that it shows how something can at 
first be used monolingually, but then, on-line, the second meaning – from the other language 
– comes in when someone makes the association. Furthermore, this is a case of reported 
thought, where the speaker claims to have made the association earlier. When Teppo talks 
about singing tipitii-tipitipitii in his head, he uses a generic third person verb and noun forms 
that, together with the word aina ‘always’ give the impression of habituality and generality. 
Assuming that what Teppo is telling is true, this can be regarded as evidence that this 
bilingual construction has begun a process of sedimentation for this one speaker. If looked at 
diachronically, grammar exists as people’s memories of past interactional situations and is, 
according to Hopper (1987, 1998, 2011; see also Auer & Pfänder 2011), sedimented, but not 
fixed permanently. By now sharing his earlier bilingual thought, Teppo makes this 
construction accessible to others in the community, so that they, in turn, can remember it and 
sing the song tipitii-tipitipitipitii when seeing tibis.  
The singing of tipitii in reference to a certain kind of women is a very specific 
kind of construction, one that is neither very frequently used nor typical as to what we usually 
consider to be part of grammar, but it nevertheless adds to our knowledge about emergence 
and sedimentation. The initial ‘interaction’, in which the construction first emerged took 
place – in Teppo’s wording – päässään ‘in one’s (i.e. ‘my’) head’, when he observed his 
surroundings, the people in it, without actually interacting with them. He associated the 
Finnish form of the song refrain tipitiitipitipitii with a meaning he drew from his Estonian 
resources, and assigned it the function of assessing a certain type of person: ‘a chick’.  
As told by Teppo, the first use of this new (bilingual) form-meaning pairing 
happened in a situation that was not interactional in the sense we typically understand 
‘interaction’ (i.e. talk between two or more people), but one where the role of the others was 
merely that of an assessible object; the only person who could respond to Teppo’s using the 
construction was himself – which he also reports by saying oon aina nauranu ‘I’ve always 
laughed’. Furthermore, the construction apparently became habitualised and sedimented in 
his own cognition before he actually started sharing it with others.  The sharing in both the 
above examples is, however, interactionally occasioned: The raviolo-nature of the words 
valkoseen and tipi is drawn upon after problematic sequences, in places where participants 
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commonly resort to heteroglossic means to deal with the situation (see {Closings}). In sum, 
the above discussions have shown how emergence in language is cognitively based yet 
interactionally occasioned. 
The discussion in Section 3 began with the introduction to Hopper’s theory of 
emergence of grammar and the theories of projection and recycling in later literature. As was 
shown here, these phenomena are sometimes visible in bilingual data, where not only 
codeswitched turns are sequentially occasioned, but where turn-internal bilingual grammar 
can be motivated by the preceding conversational context and where lexical meaning that 
starts out monolingual can be made bilingual for the purposes of the on-going conversation. 





In the previous sections, the on-line emergence of bilingual constructions was discussed. In 
the following, the focus is on what emerges as a result of using bilingual constructions – their 
social consequences. When studying interaction, the ‘meaning’ of an utterance can be 
detected from ‘that which follows’. It is for the purpose of achieving something from or 
giving something to the other participants in interaction that one performs linguistic actions, 
and the participants’ interpretations are therefore ingredients of linguistic meaning. This does 
not mean that the meaning of individual elements – such as codeswitching – of an utterance 
would always be made explicitly relevant in the following turns (see discussion in 
{Voicings}). The main actions carried out by turns are the ones participants primarily attend 
to: Questions get answered, requests granted, and stories assessed regardless of the 
codeswitching they may or may not contain.  
Occasionally it does, however, happen that the speaker him- or herself, or one 
of the other participants, shows an orientation to codeswitching that the researcher can pin 
down. Such instances are discussed in all the articles of this study, and subsection 4.1 below 
will provide a summary discussion on this meaning (i.e. function) of codeswitching. In 4.2, 
cases are discussed where participants either implicitly or explicitly negotiate the form or 
meaning of a bilingual construction that has been used in the preceding text. Conclusions are 
drawn about the two forces governing bilingual speech: the added value of using bilingual 
innovations in interaction on one hand, and the social pressure from the community on the 




Systematic research of codeswitching in conversation began in the 1970s when, for example, 
Blom and Gumperz (1972) studied codeswitching in Norway, and (potentially universal) 
patterns of conversational codeswitching were postulated by Gumperz (1982: 75–84). Since 
then, numerous case studies have dealt with the question of how codeswitching is used as a 
contextualisation cue; Finnish and Estonian codeswitching in conversation have been studied 
by Halmari 1993 and 2004, Halmari and Smith 1994, Kovács 2001 and Piirainen-Marsh 2008 
(Finnish-English), Leisiö 1996 and 1998 and Mononen 2013 (Finnish-Russian), Lappalainen 
2004 (Finnish standard – colloquial variety), Saari 2006 and Henricson (forthcoming) 
(Finnish-Swedish), Zabrodskaja 2006a and 2006b (Russian-Estonian), Praakli 2007 and 2009 
(Estonian-Finnish), and Lehtonen 2009 (Finnish-different immigrant languages) among 
others.  
Most of these studies make use of the charasteristics postulated by Gumperz 
(op.cit.) and Auer (1995) of conversational functions of codeswitching, and find that the 
functions include quotations (~ reported speech), addressee specification (~ change of 
participant constellation), interjections, reiteration, message qualification  (~ parentheses or 
side comments), personalisation vs. objectivisation (~ change of activity type: mode- or role 
shift), puns (i.e. language-play, shift of key) and /or topicalisation. Lappalainen (ibid.) 
employs Goffman’s (1981) notion of change of footing as a common denominator for 
different functional loci in which codeswitching is used to mark a change in speaker roles. 
The same notion is found useful in the discussion above and some of the articles of this study. 
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Switches between linguistic acts can also be marked with codeswitching, as is discussed with 
regard to farfalle constructions in Section 2.5.2 above. 
 What, then, are the participants’ interpretations of codeswitching in the current 
data, and what does codeswitching help achieve in interaction? The mechanisms by which the 
meaning of codeswitching can be pinned down are discussed in {Voicings}. One of the 
important analytical tools is the abundance of contextualisation cues – bundles of cues in 
significant spots in conversation (Auer 1995: 124). When codeswitching is used with other 
cues that have a more conventionalised meaning, the switch is easier to interpret (ibid.). In 
the case of interaction where the response is not immediate – e.g. in email messages – this 
device becomes especially convenient (for the writer, recipient and analyst alike). Frick 
(2008) shows an extract in which the writer uses parentheses together with codeswitching to 
mark side comments. Another conventionalised contextualisation cue in written language is 
the use of quotation marks to indicate (direct) reported speech. This is done in the following 
extract from a message to a students’ association mailing list (28), where the writer reports a 





1. Mutta: tyyppi kävi sitten meille ilkeä  
2. hymy kasvoillaan (?) karehtien  
3. ilmoittamaan, että heti kun kuuluu  
4. mökää, niin hän kutsuu poliisit paikalle.  
5. Pyynnöt siitä, että ensin ilmoitettaisiin  
6. meille, olivat turhia, sillä tyyppi hoki vain  
7. omaa asiaansa (à la  "kõigepealt kutsun  
8. politsei välja ja pärast räägime"). Eli  
9. jännitys tiivistyy siinä vaiheessa, että jos  
10 Sundis tekee valituksen Jaansonille, niin  
11 että pysyykö omanikud sanojensa  
12 takana, eli viimeisessä vuokrasopimus- 
13 tapaamisessa he kyllä vakuuttelivat,  
14 että heille on ihan ükskõik,  
15 pidutsetaanko me siellä vai ei. 
Translation (Estonian underlined): 
 
1. But: this character came out with a vicious 
2. smile playing on her face (?) and  
3. stated that if she hears any  
4. noise, she’ll call the police.  
5. Our pleas that she’d tell us first were  
6. in vain, because she just said her thing  
7. again and again (á la “first I will call the  
8. police and then we speak”). So  
9. things will get exciting if  
10. Sundis57 makes a complaint to Jaanson,  
11. then will the owners stand behind their  
12. words, since in the last tenancy  
13. agreement meeting they reassured us  
14. that it’s all the same to them if we  
15. party there or not. 
 
In lines 7-8 the writer uses quotation marks, parentheses and a switch to Estonian to indicate 
direct reported speech (voicing) of the neighbour. She also uses à la to indicate that this 
voicing is typification, not necessarily the neighbour’s exact words. A common but contested 
assumption is that codeswitching in quotations is always done with the objective to 
authenticate the original text, to repeat it exactly as it was, in the original language (see, e.g. 
Gal 1989: 109, Günthner 1999: 694, Clark & Gerrig 1990: 774, 783–785; and for counter-
examples: Gumperz 1982: 82, Álvarez-Cáccamo 1996, Leisiö 1998 and {Voicings}). Quite 
to the contrary, it is shown by Frick (2008) that when the speaker intends for the quote to be 
authentic and exact, she may need to make this explicit by saying ‘ (this is a) direct quote’. 
While using the original language of the first exchange may play a role in the voiced 
presentation, in (28) the writer herself marks the reporting as not being exact.  
                                               
57 Sundis is a nickname which the students use for their neighbour. It is derived from the Estonian 
word sundüürnik ’forced tenant’with a Finnish suffix -is. 
70 
 
In a second voicing, in lines 13-15 the writer chooses to use a less direct 
reporting, using only single Estonian words to bring in the landlord’s voice. Why mark the 
neighbour’s voice with excessive contextualisation cues (parentheses, quotation marks and 
the codeswitching of the whole utterance) and even shift the deictic center by using the first 
person, if the intention is not to repeat the neighbour’s exact words? This example is similar 
to some of those discussed in {Voicings} and {Closings}, where the speaker uses voicing to 
take a stance towards that which is voiced; the same kind of contextualisation work one does 
with the tone of voice in mimicking (see, e.g. Bakhtin 1982 [1934]: 339, 364; Goffman 1974: 
537; Álvarez-Cáccamo 1996: 37–38; Couper-Kuhlen 1996; Drew 1998, Günthner 1999 and 
further discussions in {Voicings}, {Closings}). In Extract (20) above and Ex. 6 and Ex. 8 in 
{Compounds} speakers take a stance by using a single Estonian component in a N + N 
compound söökla+haju (canteen, Est.) + smell, Fin.) ‘smell of a canteen’ and tibi+lauma 
(chick, Est. + bunch, Fin.) ‘bunch of chicks’. 
Like the second voicing in line 14 of (28), the examples discussed in 
{Compounds} (Ex. 5) and {Voicings} (Ex. 11) show how single-word codeswitchings can be 
used to create intertextuality and to show changes in speaker roles (what Gumperz called 
personalisation vs. objectification) when switching from voicing a text someone else has 
authored to using one’s own words. Other kinds of changes in speaker roles and activity 
boundaries that can be marked with codeswitching include switching from describing 
something to assessing it (see Ex. 7 in {Facebook}) and movement from a telling to making 
an invitation (see Ex. 5 in {Facebook}) as well as other changes of footing in voicings or 
sequence closings. In some cases codeswitching is used in expressions that are affective (see 
{Facebook}) or ironic (see Ex. 5c in Frick 2008). Ravioli constructions are especially 
common in puns (see discussion in Section 3.4 above), and their funniness is often indexed 
by the participants’ laughter. In {Closings} it is pointed out that the motivation for 
codeswitching in [Sequence closing sequences] lies in its heteroglossic nature, which all of 
the above-mentioned functions reflect. Codeswitching allows speakers to distance themselves 
from the on-going interactional activity and thus achieve closing of even problematic 
sequences. It is therefore frequently found in transitions from one activity to another.  
Another aspect of heteroglossia is discussed in {Voicings}, {Closings}, and 
above in Section 2.3.3: Participants sometimes voice Estonians in Estonian and make 
generalisations of negative characteristics that are typical of Estonians. This is possible 
because sometimes codeswitching carries a social index of ‘something Estonian’. Social 
indexicality is present as a meaning potential of all the words that are specific to the culture 
or to the country (see {Compounds}) and it can be made relevant and its scope can be 
negotiated during the course of interaction (as discussed in {Voicings} and {Closings})58. A 
new usage of codeswitching that draws from its social indexicality is that of indicating one’s 
whereabouts in Facebook posts. For example, when using an Estonian word for ‘home’ in 
the utterance oma kodu kullan kallis ‘home sweet home’ the writer indicates that he is at 
home and that the home is Estonian (This also becomes evident in his further mentioning that 
he has been away from Tartu; see (Ex. 2) in {Facebook}).  
                                               
58 The finding that social indices of linguistic variables emerge through participants’ interpretations 
in interactional situations was already stressed by Gumperz (1982: 202). (Myers-)Scotton’s (e.g. 
1983, 2000) ”markedness” theory on social indexicality of codeswitching (or rather: language choice) 
has been criticised for presenting social indices as predetermined and omnipresent instead of as 




As the early studies suggested, codeswitching is also used for managing the 
participation framework. A case of adressee specification was seen in Extract (25), where 
the speaker used Finnish during a board game to indicate that the talk was intended mainly 
for another Finn. In social media, a post is sometimes repeated in two or more languages to 
make it accessable for different recipient groups (see discussion in {Facebook}). These cases 
of reiteration are close to interactional translations (Wilton 2009; Harjunpää, in 
preparation), in that the same message is presented in another language in order to make it 
accessible to a speaker of that language. Interactional translation is a heteroglossic device that 
in many aspects resembles reported speech, but in addition it has the specific function of 
including unknowing participants into the participation framework (i.e. brokering).59 
Interactional translation is also seen in the following face-to-face conversation taking place in 
Finland, among two Estonians and four Finns who have lived in Estonia (29). In this extract 
one of the participants, Sari, summarises the topic of an on-going exchange to Estonians Rita 
and Riina, who do not speak Finnish (in lines 12, 13, 15, 18 and 19). The friends are talking 





01  (1.0) 
02 Jenni:  On myös tota noin,  
 There are also ehm (FIN) 
04  (.) 
05  kahta hulluu kukkoo= 
 two types of Hullu Kukko (name of beer) (FIN) 
06 Sari:  =Joo. 
 Yea (FIN) 
07  (0.6) 
08 Laila:  Mitä? 
 What? (FIN) 
09 Jenni:  Tummaa ja. Vaaleeta hulluu kukkoo. 
 The dark and the light Hullu Kukko (FIN) 
10  (.) 
11  (Ja) siin tummas on ne [(---) 
 And in the dark one the (---) (FIN) 
® Sari:                        [Et   mingi 
                         that INDF 
®  üks nendest    õlledest (.) [kõlbab 
 one DEM:PL:ELA beer:PL:ELA   be_good_for:3SG 
 That one of these beers is good (EST) 
14 Jenni:                             [(Etsä tienny.) 
 Didn’t you know? (FIN) 
® Sari:  tsöliaa[kiah]aige[tele. 
 celiac+sick:PL:ALL 
 for people with celiac disease (EST) 
16 Rita?:        [M-m.]    [ 
 Uhm. 
17 Laila:                  [No en. 
 Well no (FIN) 
                                               
59 The specifics of doing translations in everyday face-to-face conversations are currently being 
studied by Harjunpää. How translation techniques differ from monolingual brokerings (e.g. when a 
new participant enters a conversation) is an empirical question that remains to be answered. 
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18 Sari:  Mul ei olnud meeles et  
19  Lai[lal on   [(--) 
 I didn’t remember that Laila had (--) (EST) 
20 Riina:    [Mõnikord [(---) 
 Sometimes (---) (EST) 
21 Nora:              [Joo. -HEi. 
 Yeah, hey, (FIN) 
22 Mä [itseasias tiedän tost Kukost sen takii  
 I actually know about this Kukko because (FIN) 
23 Rita:    [Aa. 
 I see. 
24 Nora: koska [mun öö, 
 Because a ehm (FIN) 
25 Sari:       [Se oli Laitilan 
 It was Laitila’s (FIN) 
26 Nora: Joo. 
 Yeah (FIN) 
27 Nora: Mun kaverin öö entinen [mies (---) 
 The ex-husband of a friend of mine (---) (FIN) 
28 Rita:                        [Oota mis nad m- mis  
 s on (joala) vä- 
 What are they, what, is it joala…(EST) 
29 Jenni?: [Vaalea (olut). 
 Vaalea ’light’ beer (FIN) 
30 Nora: [(---)  
31 Sari: ei (tsöliaakia) 
 No (celiac disease) (EST) 
32 Rita: M-hm. 
 Uhm. 
  
In the event from which (29) is extracted, participants repeatedly split in two simultaneous 
conversations: one in Estonian and the other in Finnish. This kind of schisming (cf. Egbert 
1997) can be seen in the non-terminal overlaps (cf. Vatanen, in preparation) when Sari starts 
a translation in line 12, as well as when Jenni and Laila continue their Finnish exchange in 
overlap with Sari’s turn (lines 14 and 17). After receiving the translation, the Estonians Riina 
and Rita orient towards it, which is seen in the acknowledgement tokens in lines 16 and 23 as 
well as continuation on the topic in line(s) 28 and possibly also 20. The translation thus helps 
contextualise the topic as a shared one, and a joint activity is achieved in that all six 
participants engage in talking on the same topic.60 
In sum, the various interactional functions of codeswitching can be described as 
the speaker’s change of footing in order to contextualise what is said, which is possible 
because of the heteroglossic nature of codeswitching. Thanks to this, codeswitching can serve 
the interactants’ needs on different kinds of conversational occasions and help further the 
interaction. It can, however, occur that codeswitching creates obstacle-like moments that are 
                                               
60 Although the participants start talking about the same topic, the conversation splits again into two 
simultaneous exchanges when Nora continues with a telling in Finnish about her own experience 
with gluten-free beer, which Sari, Jenni and Laila attend to. When Rita starts to ask questions related 
to the earlier sequence (in line 28), Jenni and Sari switch orientation and participate in this Estonian 
exchange, while Nora continues to tell her story to Laila. In conclusion: after receiving the 
translation, the Estonians are still behind in acquiring all the new information others have had access 
to. While the knowing participants can move on to other talk, the recipients of the translation 
continue to orient to what the others had been talking about earlier.  
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Conversation analysts have maintained that in a typical conversation the participants orient 
towards advancing their interactional projects, and that the participants’ aim is to be aligned 
as to how the conversation proceeds as well as affiliative to each other’s affects in the course 
of it (see, e.g. Garfinkel 1967: 38-41, Jefferson et al. 1987, Ochs & Schieffelin 1989, 
Schegloff 2007, Stivers 2008). The discussions above have shown that codeswitching can be 
used as a device to help advance interactional projects as well as one to create moments of 
emotive sharedness between participants. For example, in the case of interactional 
translations (see Section 4.1), the participants get to share access to the topic of conversation, 
which would be inaccessible to those not knowing one of the languages used. In other cases, 
codeswitching can be used to advance joint projects such as an assessment activity (as 
discussed in Section 2.3.3), and it can be followed by laughter, which is a sign of the 
participants’ sharing an affective stance (cf. e.g. Jefferson et al. 1987, Stivers 2008: 32-33, 
and Ochs 1996 and Goodwin 2007 for the term affective stance).  
The next aim is to discuss cases where there is a disruption either in the 
advancement of the conversation or the sharedness within it – that is, where codeswitching, 
instead of furthering the interactional aims of the on-going sequence, hinders them. The first 
part of the discussion (4.2.1) focuses on cases where codeswitching creates a side sequence 
and thus delays or stops the main sequence from advancing. The second part (4.2.2) is also 
about side sequences that emerge after codeswitching, but concerns specifically ones in 




In {Closings} and in Section 2.4 above, it was said that not all initiations of a [Sequence 
closing sequence] succeed in getting the others to co-complete the construction, but instead, 
sequences are often expanded further. One such case was (18) above, where the speaker, 
when initiating a Sequence closing sequence, produces a word search (cf. e.g. Kurhila 2006: 
90-151) and does not succeed in finding the appropriate word stem (pliidi ‘stove’) in 
Estonian. This creates an insert expansion (Schegloff 2007: 97-114) in the form of a repair 
sequence, and the completion of the first initiated activity of closing up the sequence is 
postponed. Insert expansions and other small sequences that postpone the on-going main 
activity are called side sequences by Jefferson (1972).61 Other repair sequences in the data 
include ones where codeswitching to Estonian is repaired with a Finnish word by the second 
speaker. Not all side sequences are, however, typical repairs. In (30) the side sequence that 
delays the completion of the on-going sequential project is initiated by Jenni’s use of a 
bilingual expression jokal puolel ‘everywhere’, which she then repeats several times and 
laughs at, inviting the others to laugh at it too (cf. Jefferson, op.cit. 299-303). This stretch of 
conversation is in Finnish, except for the bilingual construction ’everywhere’ (lines 11, 13, 15 
                                               
61 I use the term side sequence here, because Schegloff’s definition of insert expansion rules out side 
sequences that are iniated by the first speaker (2007: 98).  
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and 17). This extract takes place shortly after the one in (29), and the participants are still 
discussing gluten-free beer. 
 
(30) Side sequence  
 
01 Jenni:  Laitilan, 
 (beginning of the name of the brewery Laitilan Wirvoitusjuomatehdas) 
02  (0.6) 
03 Rita?: °Ja nad teevad° 
 And they do (it). (Est.) 
04  wirvoitusjuoma, 
05  teh[das. 
06 Laila: Ai niin se sama (oikeesti). 
 Oh yes the same one. 
07 ?: Joo. 
 Yes. 
08 Nora: Joo ne on (niit [ku) Laitila tekee. 
 Yea they’re the ones Laitila makes. 
09 ?_                 [(--) 
10 Jenni: Kylhän  niit        on     ni,  
 PRT:CLI DEM3:PL:PAR be.3SG PRT 
 They have them 
11  jokal    puolel, 
 INDF:ADE side:ADE 
 everywhere 
12 Nora: [joo 
 PRT 
 Yes 
13 Jenni: [jokal   puolel, 
 INDF:ADE side:ADE 
 Everywhere 
14  (1.4) 
15 Jenni: £Jokal puolel£ he he 
 INDF:ADE side:ADE 
 Everywhere 
16 ?: °he he he° 
17 Nora:  Igal puolel       £jokal   puolel£  
 INDF:ADE side:ADE INDF:ADE side:ADE 
 Everywhere everywhere 
18 ?: he he 
19 Sari?: .hh nii(n o) 
 Yes 
20 (.) 
21 Laila: Se on hyvä tietää. 
 That’s good to know. 
 
Jenni’s turn starting in line 10 is an informing of the fact that gluten-free beer is sold 
‘everywhere’. This fact should be of special interest to Laila, who is on a gluten-free diet, but 
she does not acknowledge the informing until line 21. In between, a side sequence has taken 
place that creates a laughable out of the bilingual construction Jenni uses. This construction is 
a version of the expression ‘everywhere’ which is shown in (30a). The Finnish and Estonian 
constructions both consist of a pronoun joka ~ iga ‘every’ followed by the noun puoli ~ pool 
‘side’. The constructions differ in that Estonian places the adessive case ending in the first 
part of the construction, and Finnish in the second. In Jenni’s version, both parts are inflected. 




‘everywhere’, lines 11, 13,  15 and 17 
bilingual joka l puole l 
cf. Fin joka  puole l 
cf. Est iga l pool  
gloss every ADE side ADE 
cf. Fin every.NOM  side ADE 
cf. Est every ADE side.NOM  
 
The recipients Nora (line 12), Sari (line 19) and Laila (line 20) orient towards the on-going 
interactional project of informing Laila about the gluten-free beer, but after Jenni repeats her 
bilingual construction and laughs, the others laugh at it too. Nora also smilingly recycles the 
construction (in line 17) by replacing the Finnish pronoun joka with the Estonian one, thus 
creating another bilingual construction (30b) that also deals with Jenni’s construction 
metalinguistically, and repeats Jenni’s construction in the same turn. 
 
(30b) 
‘everywhere’, line 17 
bilingual iga l puole l 
cf. Fin joka  puole l 
cf. Est iga l pool  
gloss every ADE side ADE 
cf. Fin every.NOM  side ADE 
cf. Est every ADE side.NOM  
 
After this metalinguistic side sequence, the conversation returns to its original frame 
concerning gluten free beer. In this extract, the codeswitching leads to a splitting of the 
participants’ orientations between continuing the original agenda (of discussing beer) and the 
metalinguistic one initiated by the bilingual construction. Because, however, the side 
sequence is initiated by the same person who produced the bilingual utterance, the 
consequences are not as disruptive as they would be in the case of other-initiated repair (cf. 
Schegloff et al. 1977). In the next section, such instances are discussed, where the 




The discussion in the previous sections showed that codeswitching often helps advance the 
participants’ joint interactional projects, and that it is sometimes followed by a shared 
moment of laughter or other joint affiliative action (see also {Closings}). There are, however, 
cases in which the participants are not affiliative (cf. Stivers 2008) to each other after 
codeswitching. This is the case in [Sequence closing sequences] that fail (see {Closings}). 
Furthermore, it is sometimes the case that some participants engage in joint laughter, thus 
sharing an affective stance, but one or more participants do not join in. Looking back at 
Extract (27) – in which the singing of a ravioli-construction tipitii was used as a bilingual 
puzzle when a speaker called Teppo told how he sings the song in his head when he 
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encounters women he identifies as tibis ‘chicks’ – we notice that the orientation of one of the 




20 Sari?: Ha ha ha 
21 Tuija: Ha hah [ha ha 
22 Raili:         [Kyllä se on hauskaa. 
 That is funny. 
23 Teppo: £On se ei sille vaa v(h)oi m(h)itää.£ 
 It is. You just can’t help it. 
24 Tuija: i hi [hi  
 
It appears that Raili is staying serious throughout the telling sequence62 in Extract (27). 
Towards the end (line 22) she assesses Teppo’s joke as funny, but her serious tone suggests a 
contradiction – that there is irony or even a challenge in her assessment. The actions Teppo is 
telling about are, after all, very chauvinistic and perhaps not very respectful towards the 
women he ‘sings at’ in his head. Another possible reason for Raili’s annoyance is that she 
had asked Teppo a question related to the ongoing game, but instead of answering, Teppo had 
started telling a joke. Teppo responds to Raili’s assessment with on se ‘it is’, which according 
to Hakulinen and Sorjonen (2009: 138-143), “asserts agreement and is also a claim of 
epistemic authority by the utterer”. He thus shows that his perspective is different from 
Raili’s (cf. ibid.) and positions himself as the party who has the best knowledge of what 
should be considered funny. Furthermore, he gives an account ‘you just can’t help it’, which 
he produces with a smile and laughter particles. The laughter can be interpreted so that 
although Teppo recognises the need to account for his behaviour, he distances himself from 
the full social responsibility by insisting on the funny side of the story. This negotiation over 
the funniness of a bilingual pun and other similar instances in the data (where the usage of a 
bilingual construction results in challenges or repairs by the recipients) show that using 
codeswitching as a contextualisation device does not always work in the direction that the 
first speaker intended. 
 Codeswitching may also result in downright teasing. Teasing is a conversational 
activity that is directed towards a co-present participant’s conversational transgressions, and 
it is typically marked with exaggerations and laughter (see, e.g. Drew 1987, Keltner et al. 
2001, Haakana 1995, Tainio 2001, Lehtimaja 2006, Lilja 2010: 235-265, and {Closings}). 
Bilingual constructions can be made laughable, as happened in Extracts (30) and (26)/(31). 
These two extracts were not, however, cases of teasing, because the person who produced the 
codeswitching him- or herself was the one who made it laughable. In Extract (32) a speaker 
called Kaarlo is teased for pronouncing a Finnish name Anssi63 in a palatalised way that is 
considered Estonian:  [Anssji]. After this extract, a telling follows about how Estonians only 
understand certain Finnish names when you palatalise them; this makes it apparent that for 
these speakers the palatalised pronunciation represents Estonian.64 The palatalisations aside, 
                                               
62  Only an audio recording exists of this part of the conversation, which is why this claim is 
uncertain. 
63 The names in this extract have been changed, but they preserve the phonological characteristics 
relevant for the analysis. 
64 Palatalisation also occurs in some eastern dialects of Finnish, but these participants are not 
speakers of those dialects.  
77 
 
this extract is in Finnish. The four participants of (32) are jurying a language examination. 
Immediately before this extract Kaarlo has announced that he will go talk to some of the 
other jurors, and Sari starts a presequence projecting a request for him to ask them something. 
 
(32) Teasing 
01 Sari: HEIi no tietäskö noi kuka niitte kans keskusteli, 
 I wonder if they’d know- Who talked with them 
02 Sinäkö. 
 Did you? 
03 (.) 
04 Hannu: <Ee.>= 
 No 
® Kaarlo: =E­Ei   ku  Anssji    jaa,  
 NEG.3SG PRT 1NAME(FIN) and 
 No. Anssji did and 
06 Hannu: Ans£sssji£              
 1NAMEM(FIN) 
07 Sari: Ansjsji     jaa,  
1NAME(FIN) and      
(.) 
[jaa, 
and         
08 Ninni: [°he he° 
09 Hannu: [Ans- 
(.)  
10 Sari: £Ninjnji.£ 
 1NAME(FIN) 
11 Ninni: he he 
12 Kaarlo: Ei ollu Ninni= 
 Ninni didn’t. 
13 Ninni: =Ko- mut tiäk[sä  
 But you know  
14 Sari:              [£Toine Ninnji£= 
 The other Ninnji 
15 Ninni: =Tiäksä ku sanoo noi ni 
 You know when you say it like that 
16 Hannu: [Saljlji   Saljljinen. 
 2NAME(FIN) 2NAME(FIN)  
17 Ninni: [Mä aina ku taksi joudu joskus  
18 soittamaa [ne kysyy nimeä, 
 I always when I sometimes have to call a cab, they ask for your name 
19 Sari:           [M. 
20 Ninni:  Mä en ikinä sano e- nimeä niinku Ninni. 
 I never pronounce my name Ninni 
21 >Mä vaa sanon aina< NInnji.  
 I always just say Ninnji. 
22 Ninni: Sit ne ymmärtää.  
 Then they understand. 
 ((12 lines omitted)) 
35 Sari:  Niin keskustelijoilta vois        kysyä    
 PRT  debater:PL:ABL   can:CON.3SG ask:INF Q there 
 So we could ask the debaters  
36  et  oisko    siä      joku joka (---). 
 PRT is:CON:Q DEM3.LOC INDF REL  




The sequence starts when Sari starts to make a request (lines 01-02) that Kaarlo ask other 
jurors in another room something about an oral examination they had given (The actual 
request does not come until in lines 35-36). She expands the prerequest by asking who had 
given the oral exam, and whether Hannu had been one of them. Hannu answers ‘no’ and 
Kaarlo takes a turn, answering both parts of the question (in line 05). In his turn he palatalises 
one of the juror’s names, which Hannu immediately mimics in a more exaggerated fashion. 
Sari and Hannu continue by adding other palatalised names to the list and Ninni laughs. 
Kaarlo takes a different affective stance than the others: He does not join in on the ‘game’ of 
listing palatalised names, nor does he laugh. It can therefore be said that the sequence is one 
where the others have teamed up to tease him. This teasing makes up a lengthy side sequence 
that interrupts other ongoing activities. It will take another 30 seconds before Sari gets to 
complete her request (not shown here), and Kaarlo never gets to finish the responsive turn he 
started in line 05. 
It is not very common for Finns in Estonia to tease each other about 
codeswitching, and reasons can be sought for why it happens here. Sociolinguistic 
explanations can be found in the fact that the participants are all students of linguistics, and 
that the situation is one in which they are engaged in judging other people’s linguistic 
competence: This might motivate them to judge each other’s performance as well. Lilja 
(2010: 250-251) has also found that teasing about linguistic errors is a way for the 
participants to socialise a new member to a group – it teaches about communication both as it 
comes to linguistic correctness and as it comes to the habit of teasing that the group has.   
A more interactional explanation can be based on the fact that the sequence 
following Sari’s question is a very competitive one regarding both epistemic stance and turn 
taking. Asking a question is an action that opens up a space for negotiations on expertise, 
which can lead to affect-laden turns and differing affective stances (cf. Merke 2012). The 
competitiveness is first seen in the turn by Kaarlo in line 05, which will soon turn out to be 
the target of the others’ teasing. It is produced with a prosodically prominent start (loud voice 
and a high rise in the middle of the word ei ‘no (he didn’t)’). With this turn, Kaarlo gets the 
floor and also the chance to show his knowledge of the matter before the others do. 
Since Hannu’s participation (or non-participation) in giving the oral 
examination is something that he has prior knowledge of, he is the natural candidate for 
having epistemic authority and the right to talk about it (cf. Sacks 1995(II): 423, Heritage & 
Raymond 2005). This is the stance he himself takes, when he produces his negative answer in 
line 04. Kaarlo, when repeating the information Hannu has already given, intrudes on 
Hannu’s field of knowledge. Kaarlo immediately continues with a turn that repairs Sari’s 
assumption about Hannu’s role in the exam and – by beginning to list the names of the people 
who gave the exam – provides evidence that Hannu wasn’t among them, and also shows 
Kaarlo’s own better knowledge of the matter at hand.65  
Hannu joins the competitive turn-taking mode by starting his turn in line 06 
before Kaarlo has had a chance to finish listing all the examiners’ names. The exaggerated 
palatalisation of Hannu's turn is a sign of disaffiliatory mimicry (cf. Couper-Kuhlen 1996, 
Goffman 1974: 539). Drew (1987) has pointed out that teasing is typically done as a reaction 
to some misconduct in interaction by the object of the teasing, which, in the case at hand, 
would be Kaarlo’s responding to a question directed to Hannu.  
                                               
65 The ei ku Kaarlo uses can be interpreted as one repair particle (cf. Haakana & Kurhila 2009) or as 
two words (ei ‘no’ + account preface ku, cf. Raevaara 2009).   
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Sari affiliates with Hannu when producing another palatalised name, Ninjni,  in 
line 10. Kaarlo, however, orients towards the previously established activity frame and 
interprets this as a candidate answer to Sari’s own question, which he repairs in line 12. 
Kaarlo’s differing orientation is seen in his serious tone and in the fact that he does not use 
the same palatalised pronunciation as Sari. In lines 11 and 16 respectively, Ninni and 
Hannu’s orientations are to the activity of laughing and creating laughables, while Sari 
returns partly to the frame Kaarlo is in, to repair his assertion in line 14. Another part of her 
orientation is still towards the teasing, as she speaks in a smily voice and palatalises the name 
Ninjni in this turn too. Ninni starts to initiate a telling in lines 13 and 15, and succeeds in 
doing so in line 17. 
 The analysis of extract (32) shows that the use of bilingual constructions can be 
made teasable (The same happened on a smaller scale in the preceding extract as well). This 
does not mean, however, that codeswitching per se is the kind of conversational transgression 
that attracts teasing. In this extract Hannu’s initiation of a teasing happens immediately after 
the object of the teasing, Kaarlo, has made a strong assertion about something that was asked 
of Hannu and in which Hannu should have epistemic authority. And, furthermore, he has 
done so in a prosodically prominent fashion and almost in overlap after Hannu had the 
chance to produce only a one-syllable turn (which, granted, could be interpreted as 
syntactically and prosodically finished). The conversational transgression Kaarlo is teased 
about is thus not the same one he is teased because of.  In conclusion, codeswitching gives 
the participants in a conversation material for performing disaffiliative actions and taking 
differing affective stances that can take the guise of being directed at codeswitching when, in 
fact, they are motivated by other things. 
 The aim of Section 4 was to cast light on the social consequences of 
codeswitching, and it started out by discussing what has been referred to as the “pragmatic 
functions” of codeswitching in earlier literature. The findings in this study supported and 
expanded on earlier ones with the conclusion that codeswitching is used in multiple contexts 
as a heteroglossic device to mark changes of footing and as a way to organise the 
participation framework. A new finding was that in social media it can also be used to 
indicate one’s whereabouts. What has been discussed much less in prior literature is the 
negative consequences of codeswitching: That it can result in side sequences of, for instance, 
other-correction, and that participants may take differing stances towards codeswitching, 




In this study I have examined Finnish-Estonian codeswitching in a wide spectrum of 
temporal manifestations of social action. The range of constructions that were named farfalle 
(because of their bipartite structure) include one-word compound nouns as well as different 
clausal constructions – e.g. the [Existential] and [Assessing predicative construction] – and 
clause-combining ones – e.g. the [Voicing construction]. These constructions, despite the 
differences in their temporal size, all include a switch in the linguistic acts the speakers are 
performing and a possible change of their footing, such as a shift from naming to 
characterising or a switch in the alleged authorship of a text. Larger  patterns discussed above 
were the ones that were sequential in nature: [Sequence closing sequences] and reiterations of 
different kinds. The line between clausal constructions and sequential patterns is fuzzy, as 
was seen in the discussions about co-constructed [Existentials] as well as [Voicing 
constructions] that are performed as if there were a second speaker contributing to the turn. 
Codeswitching is a heteroglossic device that carries voices across time. Recycling 
lexemes and morphosyntactic constructions across a sequence of conversation is sometimes 
seen to include codeswitching. Such recyclings, like translations, figurative expressions, 
songs and reported speech are all members of the same heteroglossic toolkit from the family 
of voicings, which can be used to contextualise a change of footing. Their difference is, 
among other things, the temporal distance across which they work (either within a single 
sequence, a longer stretch of conversation, between different conversations or through the 
long period of shared cultural knowledge within the community network). 
Needless to say, the time talked about here is not just time. It includes the memory of 
all the social actions, the words, people, places and objects – even the smells – people 
experience. These meanings can be carried by single words, such that, for example, when 
using the bilingual word sööklahaju (roughly: ‘the smell of an Estonian canteen in the 
1990s’) the group of people who have shared similar experiences can share an understanding 
of that meaning. Codeswitching can be used to specify those meanings: Who is being voiced, 
which country are you in right now, who are you talking to.  
In a broad sense, the most important meaning participants in a conversation need to 
share an understanding of is the question of “What are we doing?” This includes not only the 
understanding of about what, where and to whom we are talking, but also the temporal 
construction of sequences: when to drop one activity and move on to the next conversational 
project. Codeswitching is used to mark such ends and new beginnings: It is found in the 
initiations of [Sequence closing sequences] as well as in greetings and farewells. 
During the temporal unfolding of people’s lifetimes, the usage of codeswitching 
typically changes. For Finns in Estonia, significant changes can be noted even during the first 
months and years (Frick 2008). When gathering more and more experiences in both Estonian 
and bilingual Estonian-Finnish language usage, people who started with single-word 
morphologically integrated switches and occasional Estonian salutations add more and more 
non-integrated elements and heteroglossic usage of codeswitching in their repertoire.  Also, 
switches that occur below the level of consciousness emerge in the language of many – these 
include semantic borrowings, especially those of what I’ve called ravioli verbs.  
Ravioli constructions, which are usually cognates, bring us to the final aspect of the 
temporality of language – one that was tacitly present throughout this study (although not 
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discussed) – namely the historical evolution of language. Ravioli, as well as many of the 
morphosyntactic constructions are similar in the two languages, because Finnish and Estonian 
share a common ancestry – yet different because of the separate history of several hundreds 
of years, during which they nevertheless remained in friendly contact. It is thanks to history 
that Finnish and Estonian are similar enough, and their speakers’ attitudes positive enough, to 
encourage bilingual language use. And finally, it is to the future historical developments of 




This study has dealt with some morphological, lexical, morphosyntactic and sequential 
features of Finnish-Estonian codeswitching, but it leaves much to be (dis)covered by future 
research. There is still no research (that I know of) concerning the phonological 
characteristics of the speech by Finns in Estonia, and (apart from the analysis of one 
metalinguistic passage on the topic of palatalisation and some discussion about the 
morphophonological integration of word stems) the current study has not even attempted to 
fill this gap. Such an attempt would require collecting new data, because my recordings are 
naturalistic in character and their sound quality leaves much to be desired. The quality of the 
recordings would be passable for morphologic analysis, yet I found the written data to be 
more reliable in this aspect and based my study of morphological integration (see Frick 2008) 
on a collection of email messages. Future studies could perhaps address the same research 
questions using face-to-face conversational data, and take up new topics concerning the 
variation of stems and suffixes in codeswitching. 
 Regarding lexical categories, the current study has focused on nouns and verbs, 
and the usage of adjectives in predicative clauses, but only sporadic observations have been 
made about the usage of for instance adverbials. In future research a wider qualitative or 
quantitave approach could be taken on the usage of different parts of speech. They could be 
studied from a lexico-semantic viewpoint, but not forgetting the role interactional context has 
in creating meaning. This study proposed that so-called ravioli words may have a major role 
in codeswitching especially between closely related languages, but the question needs to be 
explored further. It was also proposed that semantic borrowing in ravioli words – especially 
verbs – may be done by speakers either consciously or accidentally, but the current study 
lacked the means for a systematic investigation of this question.  
 A few occurrences of morphosyntactic blending and insertions of Estonian 
constructions were found in the data. The usage of Estonian verbs, such as meeldima ‘to like’ 
goes hand-in-hand with patterns of case selection that are new to the Finnish language. This 
phenomenon is still rare compared to Riionheimo’s data from old Ingrian Finns in Estonia, 
and a renewed data collection after some years would reveal whether morphosyntactic 
convergence will begin to take root also in the current immigrant population. What can 
already be seen in the current data is the occasional Estonian influence in the participants’ 
word order. Future studies could pursue the research of on-line emergent word order and 
possibly other syntactic phenomena. 
 We already knew from earlier research that codeswitching is common in 
evaluative contexts, and this study showed how codeswitched voicings participate in 
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constructing an assessment activity. The study also showed that codeswitching is used in a 
specific sequence type that is used for closing sequences and topics. Are there possibly other 
sequence types that attract codeswitching? A more elaborate sequential analysis on a larger 
data base would probably give more answers to this question. Talk-related phenomena such 
as codeswitching are used together with other interactional means: gaze, facial expressions, 
gestures, body posture, movement and handling objects. In the current study, multimodal 
analysis was done rather sporadically, but it would be a worthwhile endeavour to investigate 
systematically any possible co-occurences of codeswitching with embodied acts. 
 And lastly, the current study has done no more than peek at the social conduct 
of Finns in Estonia, and the viewpoint taken was mainly that of grammar in interaction. Since 
this study concentrated on how the participants use Estonian elements when Finnish is the 
base language – and not vice versa, we still know very little of how Estonian spoken by Finns 
is affected by Finnish. The community and its language use remain understudied not only as 
regards codeswitching, but from a wider sociolinguistic angle as well. The questionnaire 
collected for the current study reveals that these people form a modern migrant community 
that is in many ways characteristic of our century: They are multilingual, travel a lot, and use 
all the media that have become available in the past decades. This, combined with the 
extraordinary history of language contact between Finnish and Estonian, makes the Estonian 




Kysely Virossa asuville suomalaisille 
Tämä kysely on osa Helsingin yliopistossa tehtävää tutkimusta, jossa kerätään tietoa Virossa asuvista 
suomalaisista ja erityisesti heidän kielenkäytöstään. Vastaukset ovat anonyymeja eikä vastauksia liitetä 
kehenkään henkilökohtaisesti. Voit halutessasi kertoa sähköpostiosoitteesi - sitä ei julkaista. Vastaajien kesken 
arvotaan pieni palkinto. Vastaamiseen kuluu aikaa noin 15 minuuttia. Kunkin kysymyksen jälkeen on kenttä jossa 
voit tarkentaa vastauksiasi. Myös nämä tarkentavat kirjoitukset ovat tutkimuksen kannalta arvokkaita. Koska 
vastaavaa aikaisempaa tutkimustietoa Virossa asuvista suomalaisista ei ole, toivon että mahdollisimman moni 
vastaa tähän kyselyyn. Lähetäthän kyselyn eteenpäin myös tutuillesi! Annan mielelläni lisätietoja tutkimuksesta 
(puh +358-449987454 tai +372-56910906). Tutkimukseen liittyviä artikkeleita ja esitelmiä voit lukea kotisivultani 






- Muualla Virossa, missä? 
Muutin Viroon vuonna… 




- Muualla Virossa, missä? 
- En ole asunut muualla Virossa 
Miksi muutit Viroon? 
halu oppia kieltä tai parantaa kielitaitoa 
opiskelun takia 
töiden takia 
seurustelu, parisuhde tai avioliitto 
taloudelliset edut, "parempi elämä" 
seikkailunhalu, uudet kokemukset 
muu syy 
Lisätietoja (Voit kertoa tarkemmin esimerkiksi siitä, 
miksi asut Virossa.) 
Viimeisen puolen vuoden aikana olen käynyt 
Suomessa 
… kerran tai kaksi 
… 3-4 kertaa 
… 5-10 kertaa 
… yli 10 kertaa 
en ole käynyt 
Viimeisen puolen vuoden aikana olen ollut Virossa 
n. … kuukautta ja Suomessa n. … kuukautta. 
(Laske kaikki matkat yhteen, jos niitä on useampia). 
Lisätietoja. (Voit kertoa esim. kuinka usein 




Muistele kielenkäyttöäsi viimeisen kuukauden aikana, kun olet ollut Virossa. Missä tilanteissa ja kuinka usein 
käytät viroa ja suomea? Valitse lähinnä oikeaa oleva vastaus. 

























Puhun puolison kanssa        
Puhun lasten kanssa        
Puhun muiden 
perheenjäsenten kanssa 
       
Puhun ystävien tai sukulaisten 
kanssa vapaa-aikana 
       
Työ- tai opiskelupaikalla puhun          
Harrastuksissa puhun        
Virastoissa ja laitoksissa (posti, 
pankki, poliisilaitos) puhun 
       
Palvelutilanteissa (kaupoissa, 
torilla, kampaajalla jne.) puhun 
       
muualla, missä?        
2. kuuntelu 
Kuuntelen… 
       
TV, radio, elokuvat yms.        
Musiikin kuuntelu        
Luennot, puheet, saarnat yms.        
muu, mikä?        
3. kirjoittaminen ja sähköinen 
viestintä 
Kirjoitan… 
       
Sähköposti, kirjeet, MSN yms.        
Päiväkirja tai blogi        
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Työhön ja opiskeluun liittyvät 
referaatit, raportit yms. 
kirjoitukset 
       
Muistilaput, ostoslistat yms.        
Muu, mikä?        
4. lukeminen 
Luen… 
       
internet        
kirjat ja lehdet        
muu, mikä?        
 
Lisätietoja:  
Voit kertoa tarkemmin siitä, mitä kieliä käytät a) perheenjäsenten kanssa, b) työssä tai opiskelupaikassa, c) 
julkisissa tilanteissa, ja miksi.  
Käytätkö joskus suomea ja viroa sekaisin saman keskustelun aikana? 
Pyritkö aina käyttämään vain yhtä kieltä kussakin puhetilanteessa? 
Oletko huomannut, että viro olisi vaikuttanut suomen kieleesi? Miten? 
Puhutko viroa myös joskus, kun olet Suomessa? Missä ja kenen kanssa? 
Oletko opiskellut viroa kielikursseilla? 
alle 3 kk 
3 kk - 1 vuoden 
yli 1 vuoden 
En ole. 
Miten arvioisit viron kielen taitosi? 
Pyritkö puhumaan mahdollisimman aksentitonta viroa? 
Mitä muuta kieleen liittyvää tulee mieleesi? 
 
Verkostot 
Jos olet naimisissa tai avoliitossa, mikä on puolisosi äidinkieli? 
- suomi 
- viro  
- muu, mikä? 
Lisätietoja 
Ajattele kolmea itsellesi läheisintä ihmistä (ei perheenjäseniä). Onko heistä 
kaikki kolme suomalaisia 
kaksi suomalaista 
yksi suomalainen 
ei yhtään suomalaista 
Minkä maalaisia muut ovat? 
Lisätietoja 
Oletko tekemisissä muiden paikkakunnallasi (Virossa) asuvien suomalaisten kanssa esim. työn tai harrastusten 
kautta? Miten (kerro omin sanoin): 




Ikä:    
Sukupuoli: N / M 
Siviilisääty 
naimisissa /rekisteröidyssä parisuhteessa 
/avoliitossa 
naimaton / eronnut / leski 








… lasten kanssa kotona 
Koulutus:  




Äidinkieli ja kotimurre /-murteet: Muu kielitaito: 
Yhteystiedot 
Voinko ottaa sinuun yhteyttä, jos jokin vastaus kaipaa tarkennusta? 
…kyllä … sähköpostiosoitteeni on / …et 
Jos olet ollut mukana tutkimuksen muissa osissa (osallistumalla nauhoituksiin tai antamalla sähköpostiviestejäsi 
tai muuta aineistoa tutkimusta varten), saako nämä vastauksesi yhdistää ko. aineistoon? Jos suostut, tarvitsen 
nimesi (sitä ei julkaista):   
Entä saanko tarkastella Facebook-profiiliasi tutkimustarkoituksessa (nimiä ei julkaista)? 
- Kyllä. Nimeni/profiilini osoite on:  / Et. (Valitse tämä myös, jos et ole Facebookissa) 
Haluatko osallistua muistoesineen arvontaan? …kyllä … sähköpostiosoitteeni on… / …en 
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Turns in interaction that initiate closure of expanded sequences are often summaries, accounts and 
assessments of the preceding talk. Sometimes these turns are produced by means that can be described as 
heteroglossic. This paper investigates singing and codeswitching in sequence closures, as well as other 
accompanying contextualisation cues such as prosodic changes and gestures. The heteroglossic character 
of these contextualised turns is a means for the speakers to distance themselves from the actions of their 
turns, and from the ongoing sequential activities. For the recipients this gives a possibility to make 
interpretations of non-seriousness. The sequences can then be closed with joint affiliative action such as 
laughter. In cases where the sequences have been expanded because of problems in interaction, singing 
and codeswitching relieve the tension between participants. On occasion, they also give rise to new 
topics. This paper is written in a conversation analytic framework, on data collected from everyday face-
to-face interaction among Finns living in Estonia. 
 
Keywords: Conversation analysis; Contextualisation cues; Code-switching; Singing in interaction; 






1. Introduction  
 
A growing number of conversation studies in the past decades have found interest in the 
"extralinguistic" side of human interaction. While it is debatable whether a line can be 
drawn between what is "linguistic" and "extralinguistic", there is no doubt that 
phenomena such as prosody or gestures and facial expressions form an inseparable part 
of face-to-face-conversation. The research into how things are said include studies of 
figurative expressions (Drew & Holt 1998) and codeswitching, that is: Switching 
between different languages (e.g. Auer (ed.) 1998). The study at hand contributes to the 
research on codeswitching in interaction. It also opens discussion on the topic of singing 
as a conversational activity. The main issue here is the investigation of how singing and 
codeswitching are used as contextualisation cues (Gumperz 1982) in conjunction with 
other such cues.  
The data is drawn from videotaped everyday face-to-face interaction among 
Finnish families and friends living in Estonia. In the approximately 30 hours of 
conversation, there are approximately 20 instances of singing and two hundred code 
switches. This paper focuses on instances of conversational singing and codeswitching 
that occur in the closings of expanded sequences (cf. Schegloff 2007). The point of 
interest here is how these sequences come to an end, and what the role of singing and 
codeswitching in their closings is. Earlier research has found idiomatic and aphoristic 
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formulations, jokes and the like to be common in sequence closures (ibid.: 186; Drew & 
Holt 1998). These phenomena, like singing and codeswitching, represent heteroglossic 
language usage, which may be the reason why participants can use them to easily detach 
themselves from the preceding conversational activities. While this paper draws light on 
how this happens, it is not in its scope to wholly explain sequence closures, singing or 
codeswitching - let alone heteroglossia. This is no more than an account of some 
occurrences of these phenomena, one that aims at enhancing our understanding of the 
possibilities of everyday interaction. 
Section 2 of the article presents an analysis of "dedicated sequence closing 
sequences", as named by Schegloff (2007), moving from ones where singing occurs, in 
2.1, to ones with codeswitching, in 2.2 and then, in 2.3, to instances where attempts to 
initiate closure with singing or codeswitching fail at first. Section 3 draws conclusions 
regarding the role of contextualisation and heteroglossia in sequence closures, while 
section 4 focuses on how interactional discord and conflicts can get solved when 
sequence closure involves singing or codeswitching. 
 
 
2. Dedicated sequence closing sequences  
 
A sequence in interaction consists of a base, that is, an adjacency pair that forms the 
main action pair of the sequence, and possible expansions before, in between or after the 
base (Schegloff 2007). Sequences tend to be ended by the participants performing 
closing actions that are recognisable as such (Schegloff & Sacks 1973). Sometimes a 
whole other sequence is dedicated to closing a sequence. Schegloff (2007: 186-187) 
describes what he calls dedicated sequence closing sequences as "little sequences used 
to close long sequences or topics". According to him (ibid.) they take various forms, but 
in their basic form they consist of three turns: 
 
1. Initial turn, which proposes possible closing. Some of its forms are: Assessments, 
idiomatic or aphoristic formulations of the upshot or outcome of the sequence (see 
Drew and Holt 1998) and jokes which trade on, or are symbiotic with the sequence or 
topic. Many of these represent a stance taken toward that which may be ending. 
2. The recipient may collaborate in closing down the sequence/topic, or withhold or 
even resist compliance.  
3. A non-collaborative response can abort the sequence closing sequence. However, if 
the recipient has aligned with the initiating speaker, he or she may produce a final 
closing token and start a new sequence or topic. 
 
Sequence closing sequences typically occur after longer sequences, such as ones that 
have been expanded (ibid.). Let's say a participant performs a request, but the other 
participant doesn't grant it and continues by explaining why he or she did not grant the 
request (or a third person takes a turn explaining it on behalf of the second participant). 
This is the kind of expansion that happens in Extracts (1) and (2) in sections 2.1 and 2.2. 
Another possible expansion type is a pre-expansion preceding a request such as the one 
in (3) in 2.3. In (4), the sequence is expanded first by assessment activity and then by a 
repair sequence. In all of these relatively long sequences one or more dedicated 
sequence closing sequences are used, containing either singing or codeswitching. In the 




transcripts, sequence closing sequences are marked with boxes and the turns that initiate 
them with boldface.  
 
 
2.1. Closure initiated by singing 
 
In (1) a line from a popular Christmas song is sung by one of the participants. This 
singing constitutes a turn in the ongoing conversation. It takes place after an episode of 
storytelling1 that ends in mutual teasing by the storyteller and a recipient, followed by a 
request for affiliation from the storyteller to another recipient. When the requestee 
doesn't give the requested affiliation, another participant accounts for it: 'One can't 
defend someone/something like that'. The account (cf. Scott & Lyman 1968; Antaki 
1994) is followed by singing of the children's song: 'We are all mother's little piglets'. 
This results in affiliative action from all the participants, and the sequence is brought to 
an end with topic change.  
The excerpt comes from a conversation among four friends in their late twenties 
/early thirties who are sitting in the living room of one of the participants, Liisa (Figure 
1). The video recording has been going on for a little more than an hour. Mikko is 
sitting on the floor in front of the couch where Maija sits rubbing his shoulders. Two 
other friends, Liisa and Sari (who is not visible to the camera), are sitting nearby. The 
conversation is in Finnish, but takes place in Estonia, where the participants are 
studying2. 
   
Figure 1 
 
Extract (1) is from a complaint story told by Mikko, with contributions from Maija, 
about how they had had to cook in Liisa's apartment while Liisa was in the bedroom 
talking to her boyfriend Seppo on the phone. Mikko suggests that Liisa had been having 
phone sex when he and Maija were in the kitchen. The story is first presented as news, 
                                                           
       1 I use the term "storytelling", as suggested by Jefferson (1978), to denote a fragment of conversation 
that includes the "entry" into the story, the story itself and the "exit" from it. 
       2 To be exact: The participants have lived in Estonia for the past six to seven years, but have 
preserved close contacts with Finland, for example by working there. Maija has just moved back to 
Finland a few months earlier, and is now visiting her old friends in Estonia. Liisa has also lived in Estonia 
earlier, as a child, then moved to Finland and back to Estonia as an adult. 
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which makes Sari the main recipient of it - she is the only one who hadn't been present 
in the event. Sari is silent during the whole storytelling. Liisa on the other hand takes 
occasional turns challenging what Mikko and Maija are claiming. The storytellers 
complain about Liisa's actions, but they do so in a non-serious mood. The story contains 
laughter and exaggerations - elements that have been found in earlier studies of teasing 
(e.g. Drew 1987; Keltner et al. 2001; Haakana 1995; Tainio 2001; Lehtimaja 2006)3. 
Liisa's responses are typical of a person being teased: She laughs and shows she has 
understood the joke, but defends herself against the charges (Drew, ibid.). The 
beginning of the story, 67 lines, is not shown here. 
 
(1) Porsaita äidin oomme kaikki4 (sg4105) 
((Maija is rubbing Mikko's back throughout the extract, except lines 90-92 )) 
68 Mikko: kummasti  ku   mää tulin,  
 strangely when 1SG come-PST-1SG 
 'strangely, when I came' 
69 ?: .hh 
70 Mikko: muutaman  sanan    sanomaan     Sepon    kanssa nii s-, 
 a.few-GEN word-GEN say-INF3-ILL NAME-GEN with   PRT 
 'to say a few words to Seppo, then' 
71   peito     alla  ja,  
  cover.GEN under and 
 'under the cover and' 
72   kädet   peiton    alla  ja  sit  kauheen,   
  hand-PL cover-GEN under and then awfully 
73  punasena naama siä   mmmm? ((raises lower lip)) 
 red-ESS  face  there   
74 [ @no ni@ ((nasal, raises lower lip)) 
 PRT   PRT 
 '(she had) her hands under the covers and (her) face was awfully red' 
75 Liisa:  [he he, 
76 Liisa:  £ty(h)yhyhmä.£ ((points at Mikko)) 
 stupid 
 'stupid' 
77 Maija?: he he. 
78 Liisa:  sä oot     oikeest £t(h)yhmä,£= 
                                                           
       3 Edwards (2005: 13) associates the occurrence of laughter in complaints with indirect (3rd person) 
complaints, but laughter is also very common in the direct (co-present) complaints of the conversation at 
hand. One way to define (at least one type of) a tease, could be to say that is a co-present complaint 
marked with laughter. 
       4 In the transcription each intonation unit is shown on a separate line. Some new symbols are 
introduced here:  (note) for 'singing';  (finger pointing right) for 'finger waving';  (fingers 
pointing right and left) for 'finger waving or pointing throughout'; and  (black fist) for fist shaking. 
Under each transcript line there is a morpheme-by-morpheme gloss line, and idiomatic translations are 
given on a third line. Gaze, facial expressions and body movements are indicated selectively in double 
brackets. Note that prosody and laughter are marked only on the first transcription line, and that the 
idiomatic translations can only give a rough approximation of the meanings. The participants have given 
written consent for the transcripts to be used in research related publications. Their names have been 
changed.  
       5 The  data  are  stored  in  the  conversation  archive  of  the  University  of  Helsinki,  Department  of  
Finnish, Finno-Ugrian and Scandinavian Studies, under signum numbers indicated after the title of each 
extract. 




 2SG be-2SG really  stupid 
79  =£(sä  oot)   nii likane (mies/mielik(h)u[vitus).£ 
    2SG be-2SG so  dirty   man/imagination 
 'you're really stupid, you are/have  such a dirty (man /imagination) 
80 ?:                                           [[he he °he° 
81 Mikko:  ja  realisti. 
 and realist 
 'and a realist' 
82 Liisa:  he he eh he 
83  (0.6) ((Maija shakes her head)) 
84 ?: mt. 
85 Liisa:  £ei ei [°ei ei°£((shaking her head)) 
 NEG NEG NEG NEG 
 'no no no no' 
86 Maija:         [£joo joo.£ 
          PRT PRT 
 'yes yes' 
87  (2.0) ((TV sounds, Liisa drinks coffee)) 
88 Liisa: °mhe mhe° 
89 Mikko:  puolusta m(h)ua he he, 
 defend   1SG-PAR 
 'defend me' 
90 Maija  [hehe ((stops massaging and sits back)) 
91 Mikko:  [Sa(h)ri PUO(h)lusta m(h)ua. 
 Sari     defend      1SG-PAR 
 'defend me, Sari' 
92  (2.0) ((Maija starts massaging again)) 
93 Mikko:  °he he he° 
94 Liisa:  mt. ei tommost      voi. 
    NEG DEM2.ADJ-PAR can 
 'you can't (defend) someone/something like that' 
95 Maija:  toi  tota, 
 DEM2 PRT 
 'that, well uhm' 
96 Liisa:  porsaita    äidin      oomme [kaikki   ((singing)) 
 piglet-PL-PAR mother-GEN  be-1PL all 
 'we are all mother's little piglets'  
97 Sari?:                                [(°kaikki /röh röh°) 
98 Mikko:  [£kr kr£ 
99 Maija:  [RÖH Röh ((leaning forward, close to the back of Mikko's head, gaze to 
Mikko. Liisa starts smiling)) 
 oink oink 
100 (.) ((Maija leans back)) 
101Maija:  [RÖH Röh ((leaning forward, close to the back of Mikko's head, gaze to Liisa)) 
 oink oink 
102? [(röh röh)  
103Mikko:  ((piggy-nose gesture)) 
104Liisa: >he he [he< 
105Mikko:         [£krh krh krh£ ((snorts)) 
106Maija:  £Liisa hei.£ 
 Liisa  PRT 
 'hey, Liisa' 
107 £mennääks laulaa.£ 
 go-PAS-Q sing.INF 
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108 (.) 
109  £karaokee.£ 
 karaoke-PAR 
 'let's go sing karaoke' 
 
Mutual teasing between Mikko, Liisa and Maija has been going on in the course of the 
storytelling, and also earlier in the conversation. This teasing doesn't only have to do 
with conversational transgressions like teases in Drew's (1987) data, but also with 
transgressions in earlier or ongoing conduct. For example, the speakers have told 
exaggerated stories of inappropriate things the others have done in the past. They have 
made joking remarks about what the others are doing and negative assessments of each 
other. Nevertheless, as Drew points out: "In the tease, abnormal or somehow deviant 
category or activity is attributed to the recipient". Here, the speakers engage in such 
teasing activity, where one tease follows another for long stretches of talk. In lines 68-
74 Mikko adds to the story a vividly animated description of how Liisa had looked 
when he had entered her bedroom. Liisa receives Mikko's narrative with laughter and 
then points at Mikko, assessing him in turn: 'Stupid, you are/have such a dirty 
(man/imagination)'. Mikko gives a second assessment 'and a realist', implying his 
enactment of the phone call event was truthful.  
The sequence then shows signs of closure: Quiet laughter, particles6 and 
headshakes, and a pause. Sari, who hasn't said a word during the whole storytelling7, 
still remains silent. Her silence contrasts with the affective, animated mode of the 
others' interaction (on cues for affectivity in conversational storytelling, see Selting 
2010). Not responding to a story directed to one can be regarded as a non-affiliative, 
dispreferred action (Jefferson 1978: 229). Since teasing is related to the closeness of the 
participants (Drew 1987), Sari's refraining from it can have to do with the fact that she 
is not an equally close friend with the others. In other words, she lacks the experience 
the others have, and cannot feel as strongly about Mikko's or Liisa's character. This kind 
of "feeling differential" can result in a story recipient avoiding explicit responses 
(Couper-Kuhlen, personal communication). Sari is also the person recording the 
conversation, which might affect the participation framework. While the others have 
teamed up (cf. Kangasharju 1998 and 2002; Heinemann 2009) in the mutual teasing 
(Mikko and Maija against Liisa in this particular stretch of conversation), Sari's silence 
is a way to avoid picking sides.  
Sari is being made accountable for her silence by Mikko, who requests her to 
                                                           
       6 The Finnish negation particle ei (ISK §1625) is repeated four times here: ei ei ei ei. I am not aware 
of any studies of this kind of usage of the word, but in my experience it would be used, often as just a 
double ei ei, in the closing of storytelling, by the recipient, meaning something like 'that is so 
unbelievably funny ~ terrible', 'that is so not true' or 'this is not happening'. It marks a transition from 
joking to a serious mode (Schegloff 2001). A turn initial ei can also be found on other kinds of 
interactional boundaries when moving from one activity to another: ei mut hei nyt lähetään 'PRT PRT 
PRT let's get going now' (Laury & Etelämäki p.c.). The affective valence of the turn on line 85 has to be 
interpreted from prosodic cues and facial expression. Here Liisa is smiling, indicating a positive affect. If 
Liisa would be negating Mikko's previous turn '(I am) a realist', she would probably use a finite form of 
ei, for example et oo 'no you're not'. Maija replies with joo joo 'yes yes' as if repairing or opposing Liisa's 
negative assessment. 
       7 Sari's face and body are hidden from the camera, so it is impossible to describe the non-verbal 
feedback she gives during the conversation. 




"defend" him (lines 89 and 91). According to Curl and Drew (2008), when making 
requests for action, people orient towards their entitlement to make the request on one 
hand, and towards contingencies associated with the requestee's ability to grant the 
requested action on the other. A request in the imperative mood, such as Mikko's 
request here, does not implicate contingencies or "effort" from the requestee (ISK 
§1661; Curl and Drew ibid.). Furthermore, there are no signs implicating lack of 
entitlement in Mikko's request. It is not accompanied by an account, and apart from the 
laughter, there is no such mitigation as, according to Schegloff (2007: 83), is "regularly 
found" in requests.  In the context of Sari's dispreferred silence, Mikko shows full 
entitlement to ask for her contribution. Sari does not respond, that is, she doesn't grant 
Mikko's request. By doing so, she is again performing a dispreferred action (Schegloff 
2007: 59; ISK §1216). It is Liisa, who then gives an account for why Sari had not 
granted the request (line 94).  
In (1) we see the end of a long storytelling sequence, a request sequence and 
closings for both of these. This sequence in lines 96-105 closes all activity related to the 
request and storytelling that precede it. The situation is more complicated than the basic 
format described by Schegloff. There are four participants in the conversation, who all 
have to agree on closings. Liisa initiates the first sequence closure with an assessment in 
lines 78-79, Mikko produces a second assessment in line 81, the sequence closes after 
some minimal exchange and a pause, but Mikko initiates an expansion with a request. 
Another sequence closing sequence is then initiated by Liisa in line 96 with the singing 
of Porsaita äidin oomme kaikki 'We are all mother's little piglets'.8 
Just before Liisa's singing, Maija has started a turn (line 95), one that seems like 
an initiation of a new topic with a demonstrative pronoun (cf. Laury 1997: 146; 
Etelämäki & Jaakola 2009). She does not finish her turn, but gives room for Liisa's 
singing. Liisa, being the previous speaker (before Maija), continues with a second turn, 
the singing, which thus blocks a possible topic change. That is, Liisa treats the ongoing 
topic as unfinished and continues it. But how are "mother's piglets" a continuation of the 
previous talk? To understand this, we need some contextual information. First, calling 
people pigs is a common insult in Finnish. Second, there is a semantic connection of 
pigs to the word 'dirty' in Liisa's earlier assessment of Mikko: 'You have such a dirty 
imagination'. And, third, 45 minutes earlier, Mikko has identified himself as a pig by 
producing grunt-like snorts and a piggy-nose gesture9 identical to the one he is about to 
produce now (in lines 98, 103 and 105, figure 2).  
 
                                                           
       8 Liisa sings with a quiet voice, except for the first syllable, which is louder. The reactions from 
Maija and Mikko are much louder in volume. This is not quite consistent with the regular usage of 
sequence closing sequences, where the successive turns tend to be produced with declining volume and 
pitch (Schegloff 2007: 187; Couper-Kuhlen 2004, cf. also lines 78-86 in (1)). 
       9 The gesture is inspired by an Estonian TV-show, Vremja, that the participants imitate earlier in the 
conversation. The characters in the show have the tips of their noses pinned up, like in Mikko's gesture. 
The show does not however make reference to pigs - this is probably Mikko's own association. 
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Figure 2: Mikko in line 103 
 
 
Actionwise, Liisa's singing turn is an elaboration of her earlier 'one cannot (defend) 
something/someone like that'. It explains what she has meant by tommosta: Something 
or someone piglike. The turn is an assessment. But Liisa is no longer assessing only 
Mikko - she doesn't change the wording of the song. Perhaps it is the 1st person plural in 
the song, that "we" are "all" piglets, that invites the other participants to join in a 
common oinking (lines 97/98-105). Mikko produces grunting snorts, while Maija reacts 
twice with a rhythmical röh röh 'oink oink'. Mikko then pulls the tip of his nose up 
(Figure 2), Liisa laughs and Mikko oinks again10. This affiliative joint activity is 
minimal in the sense that it does not call for continuation. In this aspect, it is similar to 
laughing together (cf. Jefferson et al 1987: 169-170; Haakana 1999: 109-132) - an 
activity which shows "rapport and consensus" (Adelswärd 1989). With this joint 
enactment of pigs, the participants distance themselves from the serious context of 
dispreferred actions.  
The singing gives rise to a new topic, when Maija suggests going to sing 
karaoke. Jefferson (1984) notes that after complaint sequences, participants tend to 
choose topics that are not related to the complainable matter. This is true here too. 
While karaoke as a topic is related to singing, it has nothing to do with the two problems 
in the preceding talk: Liisa's telephone call and Sari  not participating in the 




2.2. Closure initiated by codeswitching  
 
Blom and Gumperz (1972) were probably the first to study codeswitching in recorded 
conversational data and report its usage in topic shifts11. Codeswitching in topic shifts is 
most often reported to happen so that a new topic is started in a new language. A 
relatively recent account is provided by Lappalainen (2004: 296-303), whose data show 
Finnish speakers shifting from a colloquial to a standard variety when making topic 
                                                           
       10 It is unclear from the tape, whether Liisa and Sari participate in the reactions following the singing. 
There is audible sound on lines 97 and 102. Sari's face is not shown, but Liisa is smiling and moving her 
lips slightly.  
       11 See also McClure 1977: 24; Gal 1979: 117; Gumperz 1982; Auer 1995; Goyvaerts & Zembele 
1992: 76; Zentella 1997: 93-94; Kovács 2001: 121-122; Li Wei 2002: 167-169; Zabrodskaja 2005: 84-86; 
Saari 2009: 221-222 etc. 




summaries and other closing initiations.  
The participants in (1) are Finns living in Estonia, and the main language of the 
conversation is Finnish. The next example (2) shows how these same speakers use 
codeswitching to Estonian. The turn that initiates sequence closure is Mikko's aga 
abikaasa töö on ju olla abiline 'but a wife's job is to be a helper' in lines 21-2212. The 
stretch of conversation in (2) is similar to (1) in that it too goes from teasing to a request 
that is rejected, and then to a justification of the rejection. Maija and Sari have left the 
room and gone to the adjoining kitchen. Just preceding (2), the four friends have joked 
around the idea that Mikko and Maija could get married. This has been done in a loud 
voice from one room to another - Liisa and Mikko are now alone in the room with the 
camera. 
 
(2) Aga abikaasa töö on ju olla abiline (sg410) 
02 ?: £.hhh hh£ 
03  (.) ((speaking sounds from the TV)) 
04 Liisa: hjehe hehe. 
05  £m(h)itä sä siäl         latt(h)ialla ist(h)ut,£ 
Q       2SG DEM3.LOC-ADE floor-ADE    sit-2SG 
 'why are you sitting on the floor' 
06  £.hh ei  sua     k(h)u[kaan hiero.£            ]  
 NEG 2SG-PAR no.one     massage 
 'no-one's giving you a massage' 
07 Mikko:                   [((turns his head left, towards the kitchen, and back))] 
08 Liisa:  hehe he he °he°. 
09 Mikko: .hh P[ERenaine. 
     housewife  
 'housewife'       
10 Mikko:       [((turns his head towards the kitchen)) 
11 Liisa:  (°älä   huu[da°) 
 NEG.IMP shout 
 'don't shout' 
12 Mikko:             [ TUle siia kohe.= 
              come here immediately 
 'come here right away' 
13  =((head back and gaze to Liisa)) 
14 Liisa: anna toisten     £j(h)utella  h(h)etki£.  
 let  other-PL.GEN talk-INF1   moment 
 'let them talk for a moment' 
15  (.)  ((Mikko turns his head and gaze down and purses his lips)) 
16 Liisa:  (hekhehe) h(h)uutele s(h)iin ((hiccup)).h 
            call       DEM3.INE 
 '(and don't) call her' 
17  (.) ((speaking sounds from the kitchen)) 
18 Mikko:  °£perenainee£, [He he.° 
    housewife 
 'housewife' 
19 Liisa:                 [He he he hi hi hi. 
                                                           
       12 The morphemes uttered in Estonian are underlined on the gloss and translation lines. In turns that 
contain codeswitching, words that can be either Finnish or Estonian are underlined with a broken line. 
Where there is metalinguistic talk (about the meanings of words), these words are given in the original 
language also on the translation line. 




20  (.) ((Mikko's gaze to Liisa)) 
21 Mikko:  £aga <abikaasa>, (0.6)  
 but  wife.GEN      
22  tÖö on ju olla  -ab(h)iline.£ 
 job is PRT be-INF1 helper 
 'but a wife's job is to help'  
23 Liisa: £jaajah.£  
 yes.yes   
 'yeah' 
24  (.) ((Mikko's gaze forward, to the TV)) 
25 Liisa:  sehä     onki      kato just sillee  ku  me  naureettii ku,  
DEM3-CLI be.SG3-CLI PRT PRT DEM3.MAN PRT 1PL laugh-PPAS PRT 
 'we were laughing about just that' 
26 Mikko: ni. 
 PRT 
 'uh-huh' 
27 Liisa: Suomes              on     avioliitto, 
 Finland/Finnish-INE be.3SG marriage 
 'in Finland/Finnish we have  avioliitto (marriage)' 
 
Liisa starts a new sequence (lines 5-6), laughing about Mikko sitting on the floor. The 
first part of Liisa's turn (line 5) doesn't start with the question word miksi  'why', but 
with mitä 'what' (as in the English 'what are you doing sitting on the floor for'). This 
type of a question is often seen as reproachful or deprecating, it implicates a negative 
assertion 'you shouldn't be doing that' (ISK §1706, 1688), and according to ISK (§1706) 
they can, but need not be answered. It is true that Liisa's turn does not necessarily call 
for a literal answer of the kind that requests for information do. It does, however, call 
for a certain kind of recipient action. Liisa's turn is an action that Sacks (1995, II: 115-
119) has named a challenge, that is, 'a request for an explanation or justification' (see 
also Koshik 2003; Keevallik 2011). Challenges can also be seen as a type of co-present 
complaint, because the challenger reproaches the recipient for his actions. Liisa's turn 
implicates that Mikko has no reason to sit on the floor, now that Maija has left the room 
and is not rubbing his shoulders anymore, and calls for an explanation or justification of 
that. Mikko's response is to start calling Maija. Getting his masseuse back would justify 
his sitting on the floor, which would nullify the grounds for Liisa's challenge/complaint.  
Throughout the conversation Mikko has called Maija perenaine, an Estonian 
word that can be translated 'hostess', 'housewife' or 'landlady'13. This is the word he uses 
now. Mikko's summons for Maija is done in Estonian, with a falling pitch in line 9 and a 
low voice in line 12 and in an imperative mood that is reinforced with a temporal 
qualifier: Perenaine, tule siia kohe! 'Housewife, come here right away!'. In contrast to 
his previous turns, these ones are not marked with laughter. This stopping of laughter, 
prosodic changes, lexical and grammatical choices and codeswitching indicate a change 
in the speaker's footing, i.e. they act as contextualisation cues. These are indications that 
Mikko is not speaking in his own previous voice, but has assumed a role (cf. Goffman 
                                                           
       13 The data doesn't reveal the origin of this nickname. Maija is not the hostess of the evening; the 
gathering takes place at Liisa's home. Neither is she a landlady or a housewife in real life. 




1981: 144; Gumperz 1982: 34; Lappalainen 2004: 303-306). He is now speaking with 
the voice of someone who gives serious, low-pitch orders to Maija. One of the local 
interpretations of Mikko's turn, indicated by Liisa's reaction by laughter that appears in 
the end of her next turn, is that he is in fact not being serious in his seriousness. Another 
interpretation can be made on the grounds of the speaker's language choice (Estonian) 
possibly having some meaning potential for the interactants. 
Liisa then makes a three-part request for Mikko to stop calling (lines 11, 14 and 
16). The Finnish word toinen 'other', when used in complaints, can signal the speaker's 
identifying with the "other" (ISK §767) or, in this case, defending the "other", choosing 
their side. Liisa's turns in lines 5 and 16 contain a modifier 'there': Siellä, siinä that can 
be used in reproaches (cf. ISK §1706).  Liisa's turn in line 16 starts as a serious one, but 
is filled with so much laughter towards the end that one cannot make out her first word. 
The laughter reopens the joking mood; Liisa, while scolding Mikko, indicates with 
laughter that she has understood that Mikko is joking. Mikko reacts with a fake(?) 
indicator of being hurt: He lowers his head and shoulders, looks down and makes a "sad 
face" (Grant 1969: 528) by turning down the corners of his mouth. Mikko does this 
simultaneously with the third part of Liisa's turn (line 16), just after signs of laughter 
start showing in Liisa's speech. While Mikko shows being hurt by  the serious first part 
of Liisa's request, Liisa modifies her turn further by filling it with laughter. Liisa's 
laughter is thus not only a reaction to Mikko's earlier turn, but also to his body posture 
and facial expression. Liisa does not seem to regard Mikko as being seriously hurt -  
laughter would not be a preferred reaction to that - but has interpreted Mikko's action as 
a joke. Mikko repeats his summons perenaine (line 18), but now with a soft, whispery 
voice, smiling and ending his turn in laughter. The change in his tone is a concession to 
Liisa's request 'not to shout', but the turn defies the request 'not to call'. Liisa joins the 
laughter, and Mikko then proceeds to the closing of the sequence with aga abikaasa töö 
on olla abiline 'but a wife's job is to be a helper'. 
Mikko's turn in lines 21-22 is in Estonian. It is an account, a justification for the 
speaker's earlier action that another participant had complained about - his summons for 
Maija, perenaine. Mikko makes a generalised claim that a wife's job is to be a helper. 
Taken in the context of the preceding topic, a joke about Mikko and Maija getting 
married, the wife  in this turn would refer to Maija. The claim that a wife should help, 
is based on the word 'spouse', abikaasa, in Estonian containing the word 'help', abi. It is 
a pun: Both the word for 'spouse' abikaasa and 'helper' abiline, in Estonian, start with 
abi 'help'14. The turn is produced in an emphatic style (cf. Selting 1994) with a 
prominent stress on every content word. This makes the turn sound like Mikko is 
"stating his last word" on the matter. Mikko points his forefinger towards Liisa and 
waves his hand and whole body in the rhythm of his speech giving it a beat (McNeill 
1992: 169) that emphasises the words abikaasa 'wife's' töö 'job' and abiline 'helper'. 
There is a pause between the two words of the subject NP that, besides emphasis, could 
also indicate processing; selecting wording for the turn (word-searches are found in 
                                                           
       14 Although folk ethymologies commonly associate the words abielu 'marriage' and abikaasa 'spouse' 
with the word abi 'help', it is probable that these words are etymologically of the same root as the Finnish 
avio 'marriage',the meaning of which is traced back to 'open' or 'public' (Mägiste 1949). 
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some of Drew and Holt's (1998) examples of idiomatic expressions in the same 
sequential position).  
Mikko's codeswitched pun 'a wife's job is to be a helper' fits Schegloff's 
description of the first pair part to a dedicated sequence closing sequence (2007: 186) as 
it sums up the preceding talk. Though the turn is created by Mikko here and now, it is 
formulated as if it were a saying - similar to those that can be found in sequence 
closings (Drew & Holt 1998; Schegloff ibid.). This is done with the particle ju that 
marks the turn as common information, something that 'everybody knows' (EKSS).  
The second pair part is found in line 23, where Liisa shows agreement jaajah 
'yes'15. As Drew and Holt (ibid.) point out, the recipients to such closing initiations tend 
to keep their agreement tokens minimal, thus orienting towards a closure by avoiding 
any further elaboration of the topic. Liisa's turn is in Estonian. Following the language 
choice of the previous turn is a further indicator of cohesion and agreement (as 
compared to codeswitching that would create a contrast). After jaajah Liisa moves to a 
new topic in Finnish: She starts comparing the Finnish and Estonian words for 
'marriage'. 
   
 
2.3 When sequence closure fails 
 
Sometimes even sequence closing sequences get expanded. This happens, according to 
Schegloff (2007: 187), when the recipient continues to talk on the sequence/topic whose 
closure had otherwise been made relevant, or when a second pair part shows something 
other than "agreement/alignment" with the previous turn. The next three extracts 
exemplify this. In (3) the sequence is expanded by one of the recipients, who continues 
the assessment activity for several turns. The sequence closing sequence in (4), on the 
other hand, is expanded with a repair sequence, and the one in (5), when the recipient 
responds with silence. 
In (3), an assessment with codeswitching (line 22) does not end the sequence, 
but one that is sung does (lines 28-29). The extract in (3) is recorded during a Finnish 
students' game and sauna evening in Estonia, where six people are sitting around the 
table, four of them (Teppo, Raili, Tuija and Sari) playing dice and the other two holding 
a parallel discussion. A non-participating person is standing nearby. When a new person 
(Jarkko) enters the room, Sari greets him and starts talking about the ongoing recording. 
She asks Jarkko a question that turns out to be a prerequest: Does it bother him that 
there is a recorder in the room. Jarkko replies that it doesn't bother him, but that he is 
not going to stay long. This part of the sequence is not shown in (3).  
 
(3) Suuri ja mahtava Helsinki (sg424) 
16 Sari:  jossei sua     haittaa ni  paaksä    nimen    tohon(noi).  
  if+neg 2SG-PAR bother PRT put-Q+2SG name-ACC DEM2-ILL+PRT 
  'If it doesn't bother you, could you sign that' ((pointing)) 
17  (0.4)((Jarkko walks around the table, Teppo follows him with his gaze)). 
18 Jarkko: joo. 
  yeah 
  'Yeah' 
                                                           
       15 See Kasterpalu 2005 on Estonian agreement tokens. 






19 Sari: et [sitte tietää, 
  so  then  know-3SG 
  'So that we'll know' 
20 Teppo:    [se  o  oikeen   toi,((looking at Jarkko)) 
      3SG be actually DEM2 
21  (.) 
22  suuresta mualimasta tuolta HElsingi Üli£koolista£ .hh 
  big     world     DEM2-ABL Helsinki university-ELA 
  'She's actually (come) from the big world, from the University of Helsinki.' 
23 Tuija:  he he ((Sari throws the dice, Jarkko starts signing)) 
24 Teppo?: .he .he [.he 
25 Raili:         [(se   on      pikkasen)  suuri se  
            DEM3 be.3SG little-GEN  big   DEM3 
            [Helsinki. 
  Helsinki 
  'It's a little big, that Helsinki' 
26 Tuija?: [(vitsi ku mä näin      eile  [sellase) 
   PRT   PRT 1SG see-PST-1SG yesterday DEM3.ADJ.GEN 
  'Oh, yesterday  I saw one of these'   
27 Raili:                                [suuri ja mahtava Helsinki. 
                                         big  and sublime Helsinki 
  'Great and sublime Helsinki' 
  (.) ((Risto and Sepi stop talking and turn to look at Raili and Teppo)) 
28 Teppo:  suuri ja [mahtava Helsingiitto.   
    big  and sublime Helsink(i)_(u)nion 
  'Great and sublime Helsinki-union' ((Singing in the melody of the Soviet anthem)) 
29 Raili:          [mahtava Helsinki.  
              sublime Helsinki 
  'Sublime Helsinki' ((Singing in the melody of the Soviet anthem)) 
30 Teppo:  he [he he 
31 Tuija:    [hi hi 
32 Raili:  ni  mut mä [ajatteli  et   sen 
  PRT but 1SG think-PST that DEM3-GEN 
 33 [liiton   ois      voinu  jättää    pois. 
  union-GEN AUX-COND can-PP leave-INF out 
  'Yeah but I thought that you could leave out the union' 
34 Sari:   [(Mitä mult    puuttuu,) 
    what 1SG-ABL lack-3SG 
  'What do I need?' 
35 Sari:  suorat     [puuttuu. 
  straight-PL lack-3SG 
  'I need the straights' 
36 Tuija:            [suorat. 
             straight-PL 
  'the straights' 
 
Sari makes a request for Jarkko to sign a consent form (line 16). She accounts for the 
request both before (line 16) and after (line 19) the request: 'If you don't mind' and 'so 
we know'. The latter utterance is left syntactically unfinished (lacking an object). Jarkko 
agrees to sign the form (lines 17-18) and does so (line 23ff). All in all, the request 
sequence is quite long and not unproblematic. There is a presequence and accounts by 
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the requester, and a partial rejection by the requestee of the prerequest: 'I don't mind, 
but I won't be staying long'. Sari might also assume that Jarkko has seen a first request: 
A paper on the door asking all people present to sign a consent form, and she therefore 
orients towards a possible rejection from Jarkko. Jarkko, however, starts granting the 
request by walking around the table to where the consent form lies (Figure 3). 
 
 
 Figure 3: Lines 17-23 (Jarkko walking around the table) 
 
It becomes evident that for Teppo and Raili, who have been silent onlookers to the 
request sequence, the topic needs further treatment and closure beyond mere granting of 
the request. This is done in a somewhat humorous mode, contrasting with the 
seriousness of the request sequence. While producing his turn in lines 20 and 22, Teppo 
follows Jarkko with his gaze. This turn is an informing of something Sari has left 
unsaid, and it thus contributes to the request sequence. It is also an assessment of 
Helsinki and the University of Helsinki. It goes back to where the request sequence had 
started, Sari telling about the recording. Returning to the start is something that 
initiating turns of sequence closing sequences sometimes do according to Schegloff 
(2007: 186). The turn contains an idiomatic expression 'from the wide world' using a 
dialectal form of the word mualima 'world', and an Estonian word ülikool 'university'16. 
The word Helsinki is pronounced with emphasis, and the turn ends in a smile and three 
laughter particles produced with inbreath (line 24).  
Teppo's assertion is met with laughter from Tuija and Teppo (lines 23 and 24). 
This can indicate non-seriousness: Both participants treat Teppo's turn as ironical. 
Laughing together is connected to closing down longer topics (Haakana 1999: 118-123). 
                                                           
       16 A variety of terms could be used to describe different kinds of occurrences of two languages in one 
stretch of conversation. I use the term codeswitching as a cover term for both longer switches as in (2) 
and (4), and the one-word switch in (3). The Estonian word (Helsingi) ülikooli-sta in (3) is inflected with 
a Finnish suffix, and would be called a nonce) borrowing  by e.g. Poplack (2000 [1980]: 224-226) and 
Gumperz (1982 codeswitching  by Myers-Scotton (1992
Muysken  Johanson (1999) etc. The inflection of Finnish-Estonian 
switches is discussed in Frick 2008. 




Raili does not however treat the topic as closed, but instead, she makes a second 
assessment about Helsinki being big. This assessment can be analysed as a second turn 
to a sequence closing sequence. It being in agreement with the first one, the sequence 
should be ready to close (cf. Schegloff 2007:187). Tuija treats it so and overlaps with 
Raili's right dislocation, attempting to start a new topic by starting to tell about 
something she has seen (line 2617). But Raili overlaps with Tuija and rephrases her 
assessment using an expression suuri ja mahtava 'great and sublime', which is 
recognisable as part of the Finnish lyrics of the Soviet anthem. At this point, the floor is 
open for the duration of a micropause: Tuija does not pursue the topic she started; Risto 
and Sepi stop the parallel conversation they have been holding for a while and turn to 
look at Raili and Teppo. Teppo sings the first line of the Soviet anthem, replacing the 
word Soviet with Helsinki: 'Great and sublime Helsinki union'. Raili joins in the singing 
of: 'Sublime Helsinki'. 
In (3) the sequence closing sequence is expanded by reiterations of the initial 
assessment, not only in a second assessment turn, but several. The last of these turns is 
done by singing. The participants in (3) are not aligning as to when exactly the sequence 
is supposed to end. Tuija attempts to start a new topic already in line 26, but the others 
agree to end the sequence only when joint laughter (lines 30-31) follows a singing 
together (lines 28-29).  A similar pattern was shown in (1), where Maija attempted a 
new topic (line 95), but Liisa continued the ongoing assessment activity by singing, 
which resulted in topic change after some joint minimal affiliative action (laughing and 
pig-enaction). In (3) the topic changes when Raili comments on her singing (line 32), 
and again when Sari poses a question about the ongoing game. 
Extract (3) showed how a dedicated sequence closing sequence that contained 
codeswitching was not enough to end an activity that had pulled the participants' 
attention away from the game they were playing, and how one containing singing was. 
The next extract, (4) on the other hand, shows how the participants make several closing 
attempts with codeswitching. Example (4) includes a series of assessments that are 
produced using a combination of verbal and nonverbal action, that is, speech, gestures 
and codeswitching from Finnish to both Estonian and English. The participants are 
affiliative, but not aligned as to the organisation of the sequence: They fight for the 
floor. The sequence also gets expanded by a repair initiated by a word search. Extract 
(4) is the continuation of (2). 
 
(4) Naine on pliits- pliia ja rusika vahel (sg410) 
00 Liisa:  sehä     onki       kato just sillee ku me naureettii ku,  
 DEM3-CLI BE.3SG-CLI PRT PRT DEM3.MAN PRT 1PL laugh-PPAS PRT 
 'we were laughing about just that' 
01 Mikko: ni. 
 PRT 
 'uh-huh' 
02 Liisa: .hh suomes on avioliitto, 
 Finland/Finnish-INE BE.3SG marriage 
 'in Finland/Finnish there's  (the word) avioliitto (marriage)'  
03 MIkko: nii. ((gaze to Liisa)) 
                                                           
       17 The turn on line 26 is hard to hear from the tape, so it is possible that the speaker is not Tuija, and 
that these are not the exact words she uses. 




04 Liisa: elikä  se   on niinku liitto, 
 so-CLI DEM3 BE.3SG PRT union 
 'so it's like a union' 
05 Mikko: ((nodding)) nii nii.  
          PRT PRT 
 'yeah yeah' 
06 Liisa: ni tääl          on     abielu. 
 PRT DEM1.LOC-ADE BE.3SG marriage 
 'and here it's abielu (marriage < abi 'help' + elu 'life')' 
07  (.) 
08 Liisa: El[ikä taval- 
 so-CLI in.a.w- 
 'so in a w-' 
09 Mikko: £[abielu.£ 
 'abielu  (marriage)' 
10 Liisa: [nii (et) 
 PRT PRT 
 'so that' 
11 Mikko:  [ja auttamis,  
 and helping- 
 'and a helping-' 
12 Liisa: aa aivan.=     
 'exactly' 
13 Mikko: £=abikaasa,£  
 'abikaasa (spouse)' 
14 Liisa: aivan. 
 'exactly' 
15 Liisa: aivan.=  
 'exactly' 
16 Mikko: =siis  j- jo- [(£jos t- jos tää)£                 ] 
 PRT               if      if  DEM1 
 'so if this' 
17 Liisa:                  [siis tää  on just    sovinistien     
            so   DEM1 BE.SG3 PRT chauvinist-plGEN  
maa ] 
country 
18  [>j(h)ust tää maa (näin) kuule<. 
 PRT       DEM1 country PRT PRT 
 'so this is just the country for chauvinists, this country you know' 
19 Mikko: [nii(h).((pulls hand in front of his mouth and touches his face)) 
 PRT 
 'yeah' 
20 Liisa:  he he he. 
21 Mikko: £näin£  ((shakes fist in the air))  
 DEM1.MAN 
 'like this' 
22 Liisa: ((raises her cup)) he he he.  
23 Mikko:  siis (.) oik(h)eesti , 
 so       really 
 'so really' 
24 (.)  
25 Mikko: £naine on [<  pliits- (.) pliia> ja:  >ja rusika vahel.£>] 
 woman   is stev-          stave  and   and fist.GEN between 
 'A woman's between the  fist and the stove' 




26                        [((Liisa drinks from her cup)) 
27 Mikko: niihän se  oikeest (o), 
 so-CLI SG3 really  BE.3SG 
 'that's how it is really' 
28 Liisa: ((lowers her cup)) pliidi. 
              stove.GEN 
 'stove' 
29 Mikko: pliidi. 
 stove.GEN  
 'stove' 
30 Mikko: joo. ((pouts lips and tilts his head))  
  'yes' 
31 Liisa: joo.  
 'yes' 
32 Liisa: sama se.  
 same 3SG 
 'whatever' 
33 Mikko: (joo) 
 'yes'  
34  (.) 
35 Liisa:  tule:- t(h)ule- he he. 
 fire- fire- 
36 Liisa: tulessa anyway. 
 fire-INE anyway 
 'on fire anyway' 
37 Mikko:  he he hh. I'm on fire he he. 
38 Mikko: .hh et, 
    PRT 
 'so' 
39 Mikko: Milvihä oli iha he he järkyttyny siitä    e(h)ile. 
 name-CLI 3SG.PST PRT  shocked    DEM3-ELA yesterday 
 'Milvi was quite shocked about it yesterday' 
 
When Liisa brings up the different words for marriage, Mikko's responding with ni, nii, 
and nii nii shows affiliation and an orientation towards something that follows (cf. 
Sorjonen 2001: 131-166). What follows is that Mikko starts a turn 'so i- if this' waving 
his finger at Liisa (line 16), but Liisa overlaps with him, producing an assessment. 
Liisa's turn is a conclusion of what has been said earlier: The word for 'marriage' in 
Estonian reflects what she calls "chauvinism" in the country. Mikko agrees (line 19) in 
overlap with Liisa's increment. Lines 18-19 could well make up a dedicated sequence 
closing sequence, but Mikko expands on it by making a second assessment, which 
consists of three turns: 1) 'like this' and a gesture, shaking his fist (line 21); 2) siis 
oikeesti 'so really' and three fist shakes; and 3) a figure of speech in Estonian: 'A woman 
is between a stove and a fist' (line 25). These make up an assessment that is affiliating 
with what Liisa has just said (cf. Pomerantz 1984; Stivers 2008; Couper-Kuhlen 2012).  
Mikko's figure of speech does, however, not close the sequence. There is a word search 
in it, where Mikko looks for the word 'stove' in Estonian. This initiates a repair that 
expands the sequence (lines 29-36). Only after managing the repair is the sequence 
brought to an end, this time with a figure of speech in English (line 37). A new topic is 
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introduced, one that does not seem to be related to any prior talk: Mikko and Liisa start 
talking about a friend they had met the day before. 
Extract (4) is discussed further in the next section which focuses on the 
heteroglossic characteristic of singing and codeswitching that may have to do with why 
these phenomena occur in the closings of expanded sequences and what is achieved by 
them. The next section also touches the question of social indexing. 
 
   
3. On contextualisation, heteroglossia and social indexing 
 
Songs used in conversation are recontextualised texts (Englebretson 2010; cf. Schegloff 
2005). As the above extracts show, lines from for example a Christmas song or an 
anthem can be used in everyday speech situations. The context of an everyday 
conversational activity is not where these songs are typically heard, and they are used in 
a relatively unexpected way to serve the interactional needs in a conversational setting. 
The songs can be sung in their original wording as in (1), or their words can be modified 
to better fit the current speech situation as in (3), where Helsingiitto 'Helsinki Union' is 
sung instead of Neuvostoliitto 'Soviet Union'.  
The usage of songs in the conversations discussed above is somewhat different 
from the singing of pop-music by schoolchildren that Rampton (2006) has investigated. 
In his data, the children's choices of songs are indexical of their social roles and their 
taste in music. In the everyday conversations under investigation here, this is not very 
evident. The speakers in (1) do not position themselves as Christmas-loving people, nor 
are the speakers in (3) showing any specific relation to the Soviet Union. They do make 
use of text (a melody) that is not their own, but recognisable as something foreign to the 
speech situation. This is why these recontextualised songs can be compared to reported 
speech. The authorship of the songs is however not made relevant in the conversations: 
The participants have no way of recognising whose voice the speaker is using. These 
songs are common texts, available to use by the speakers and recognisable, but they are 
not authored by anyone in particular. In this sense they resemble sayings and other 
figurative expressions studied by Drew & Holt (1998). Bakhtin's (1982) notion of 
heteroglossia is useful for describing what is done with figurative expressions or the 
songs in (1) and (3), as well as the codeswitching in (2) and (4). 
The heteroglossia of the songs in (1) and (3) as well as figurative expressions is 
a little different from that indicated by codeswitching, because the latter does not use a 
prior text. There is however evidence in recorded data (not shown here) that people 
sometimes sing turns of conversation not by using known songs, but in words and 
melodies of their own, made up there and then. This kind of singing is close to such 
heteroglossic speech (that can be marked with codeswitching) where no known text is 
being recontextualised. Namely the kind where speakers signal a change in footing, that 
is: Their "alignment, set, stance, posture or projected self" (see Goffman 1981).  
Changes in footing such as in reported speech can be marked with prosodic cues 
(e.g. Voloshinov 1973; Goffman ibid.; Gumperz 1982 and 1992; Couper-Kuhlen & 
Klewitz 1999; Couper-Kuhlen 1999; Günthner 1999) , embodiment (McNeill 1992: 
169; Niemelä 2010) or codeswitching as in the data discussed here (cf. e.g. Goffman 
ibid.; Gumperz 1982; Auer 1995; Kalliokoski 1995; Leisiö 1998; Lo 1999; Lappalainen 




2004). These changes in the production mode function as contextualisation cues that, in 
Gumperz's (1992: 232) words "serve to highlight, foreground or make salient" parts of 
the text. Contextualisation cues are any verbal or nonverbal signs that help speakers hint 
at, or clarify, and listeners evoke the cultural background and social expectations 
necessary to interpret speech (Duranti & Goodwin 1992: 229).   
A turn in (2), Mikko's assertion Abikaasa töö on ju olla abiline 'A wife's job is to 
be a helper', makes up a pun in Estonian, one that could not be done in any other 
language. There are however other factors, in addition to "making it sound good", that 
probably contribute to Mikko's using Estonian in this turn. Throughout the day, Mikko 
has been calling Maija perenaine 'housewife'. Also his strict summons for her was in 
Estonian. Just seconds earlier the participants had joked that Mikko and Maija could get 
married. Mikko seems now to be playing the role of a demanding husband, and is using 
Estonian as a contextualisation cue. Is he perhaps playing the role of someone he sees as 
typically Estonian?  
In her study of Hungarian-German bilinguals in Austria, Gal (1979) observed 
that codeswitching to German was used as a culmination of disagreement and angry 
arguments, as "a last word that was not outdone" (ibid 117). She concludes that for the 
speakers, German is a language of prestige, urban sophistication and authority. Many 
later researchers seem to agree that the meaning of codeswitching cannot be reduced to 
any inherent social meanings that the choice of language would index in any given 
interactional situation (e.g. Gumperz 1982: 66; Álvarez-Cáccamo 1990; Auer 1995, 
1998: 2-3; Li 2002). This becomes clear also from the data at hand - switches to 
Estonian do not necessarily signal the speakers' attitudes or social connotations assigned 
to the languages. Still, a look into the conversation shown in extracts (2) and (4) reveals 
the participants' understanding of the connection between language and social roles. In 
(4), Liisa and Mikko compare the Estonian and Finnish words 'marriage': Abielu and 
avioliitto respectively. Liisa stresses the fact that the Finnish word has the word liitto 
'union' in it, while the Estonian word has literally to do with 'helping'. Mikko and Liisa 
co-construct a list of words, and Liisa then concludes that 'this is a country for 
chauvinists'.  
In (4), Mikko's assessment (lines 21-27) is made up of a heteroglossic 
multimodal construction and a codeswitched figure of speech. A fist shake is a 
somewhat conventionalised gesture with a recognisable meaning that has been 
lexicalised as heristää nyrkkiä 'shake one's fist (at someone)' in Finnish. Mikko frames 
it with a proadverbial näin 'like this'18. When doing this, he is not shaking his fist at 
Liisa, but is telling her about fist shaking. Or rather, about someone shaking a fist. As 
the construction follows Mikko's nii 'yes', he seems to be elaborating on Liisa's 
assessment of Estonia being a chauvinistic country: 'Yes, like this +fist shake'. It is thus 
the Estonians, in Mikko's performance, doing the fist shaking. He is doing, in Clark and 
Gerrig's (1990) words "a demonstration" of someone else's fist shaking - or of 
someone's negative attitude that is symbolised by a fist shake. The fist is also indexical 
of the saying Mikko is about to produce: 'A woman is between the stove and the fist'. 
The figure of speech in (4) is produced with a smile voice, a low onset and first 
slowing and then accelerating the tempo. It contains a word search and three rhythmical 
                                                           
       18  See Jääskeläinen 24.5.2007 on constructions [näin + gesture]. 
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fist shakes. These fist shakes are beats, which according to McNeill  highlight certain 
words in the speech, signalling "that the word they accompany is part of some other 
context than the one that it is immediately presented in" (1992: 169). The prosody and 
gesture are contextualisation cues that support the heteroglossia of the recontextualised 
text. Another cue is codeswitching. Mikko chooses to produce the saying in Estonian, 
despite the fact that it would probably be more easily available for him in Finnish. The 
saying is not known in Estonian (though quite widespread in Finnish). The turn also 
shows Mikko searching for the right word for 'stove' in Estonian and not finding it. This 
suggests that there is a socio-pragmatic reason for Mikko to go through the trouble of 
using Estonian in this turn: He is speaking with an Estonian voice. This usage of 
Estonian is at the same time evaluative of what Mikko perceives as typically Estonian. 
He is reporting thoughts and attitudes that he himself is critical of (cf. e.g. Álvarez-
Cáccamo 1996; Leisiö 1998).19 
Heteroglossia distances the speaker from what is being said (Bakhtin 1982; 
Gumperz 1982: 34; Besnier 1990: 426; Kalliokoski 1995; Günthner 1999). He is no 
longer the sole principal (Goffman 1981) of his words and can thus not be held 
completely responsible for what is being said. This disengagement of the speaker from 
the primary action of his turn (for example a justification) might play a role in why 
singing and codeswitching elicit affiliative responses even when there is interactional 
discord in the ongoing stretch of conversation. The next section focuses on the resolving 
of such dissonance. 
 
 
4. Resolving interactional discord  
 
The speakers in (1)-(4) are not totally aligned regarding the sequential activity, that is, 
when and how to close the sequence and topic. They show disagreement on the 
propositions made, but the disagreeing arguments are mitigated by signs of humour and 
irony. In the end, the speakers all seem to agree that Mikko has a dirty imagination (1), 
that there's no reason for him to sit on the floor if no one is rubbing his shoulders (2), 
that Helsinki and the university there are not really that big (3), and that Estonia is a 
chauvinistic country (4). After one or more post-expansions, the sequences come to an 
end. While in (3) the sequence fails to end with codeswitching (line 22), but ends with 
singing (lines 28-29), the one in (4) is brought to an end with several code switches to 
different languages.  
When looking at the extracts presented in this paper, we can imagine a situation 
where there would have been a topic change earlier. Let's say that in (1) Maija's attempt 
to start a new topic would have succeeded and the sequence would have ended after Ei 
tommost voi 'One cannot (defend) someone/something like that' (line 94). Or that in (3) 
the speakers would have gone with Tuija's attempted topic shift, and the sequence 
would have ended after the ironical Se on pikkasen suuri se Helsinki 'It's a little big, that 
Helsinki'. Why didn't the other participants go along with a new topic - why did they, 
instead, decide to prolong the preceding topic with a sequence closing sequence? 
                                                           
       19 On reported speech and indirect evaluation see also Voloshinov 1973; Couper-Kuhlen & Klewitz 
1999; Couper-Kuhlen 1999; Günthner 1999.   




If the sequences had ended earlier, dissonance would have been left in the air in 
both (1) and (3) - about whether or not Mikko's actions were defensible, and about 
whether or not Helsinki was really considered big. But the sequences get expanded by 
other participants, who end up singing (or codeswitching) after which the sequences can 
end. After studying figurative expressions at sequence closure, Drew and Holt (1998: 
521) suggest that "
may be of some interactional moment " The idea that singing and codeswitching are 
used as a resource for resolving interactional conflict is supported by what we see 
following them, that is, the "supportive interchange" (Vuchinich 1990: 130; cf. Goffman 
1971) in the form of repeated particles and laughter by the participants. By laughing 
together - or grunting, in (1) - the speakers show that they have achieved affiliation, a 
shared positive emotive stance.  
The data given above  have shown how singing and codeswitching are used in 
closing expanded sequences that include signs of dispreference. In extracts (1)-(2) 
requests are not granted, in (3) the requester marks the request as accountable, and (4) is 
expanded by a repair sequence. Regardless of these problematic actions, the overall 
spirit in these sequences is positive. This is achieved by the participants quickly 
attending to the dispreferred actions and guiding the interaction towards joint affiliative 
activities. Where there are co-present complaints, they are of the teasing kind: Ones 
treated with laughter. The dissonance created by the dispreferred actions in (1) - (4) 
never lasts for very long.  
As an example of how a more lengthy conflict is managed by interactants, 
consider (5). The base of (5) is a request (line 41) that is not immediately granted. The 
extract is taken from a quarrel, where the participants make co-present complaints and 
respond to them with counter-complaints. The tone of the conversation is serious. The 
participants show heightened emotive involvement (Selting 1994) by raising their voice, 
using extreme and idiomatic formulations as well as third/zero person reference to the 
recipient and a voiced animation of the other participant in a 'whining' tone (cf. e.g. 
Ochs & Schieffelin 1989; Couper-Kuhlen 1999; Goodwin & Goodwin 2000; Hakulinen 
& Laitinen 2008; Heinemann 2009; Selting 2010; Laitinen 1995; Yli-Vakkuri 1986: 
110). The beginning of the quarrel is not shown here.  
Extract (5) is from the 6th hour of a 10-hour recording in a couple's home on a 
Saturday. Tapio is finishing up cooking and Timo talking about going to the store. 
Tapio complains about him leaving when it's dinnertime. The young men both complain 
about how the other "always" acts in such situations. After a lengthy pause, Tapio 
makes a request: 
 
(5) Sillä se on oikeus ja kohtuus (sg414) 
40  (11.0) 
41 Tapio: Tuot      mulleki,  
 bring-2SG 1SG-ALL-CLI 
   
42  (.) 
43 Tapio: Kaikkee        hyvää. 
 Everything-PAR good-PAR 
 'All kinds of good things' 
44  (0.8) 
264    Maria Frick 
 
45 Timo: Kuten? 
 'Such_as' 
46  (2.5) 
47 Tapio: Kaljaa. 
 'Beer' 
48 Timo: Mt. 
49 Timo: Sä  JOit          jo.  
 2SG drink-PST-2SG already 
 'You had some already'  
50  (2.0) 
51 Timo: Mä   tuon  sulle   yhen    vähemmän, 
 1SG  bring 2SG-ALL one-GEN less 
 'I'll bring you one less'  
52  (.) 
53 Timo: Sä  oot     ottanu  yhen    enemmän.  
 2SG AUX-2SG take-PP one-GEN more 
  'You've had one more' 
54  (3.0) 
55 Timo: Sillä se   on     oikeus ja  kohtuus.   
 Because DEM3 be.3SG right  and just 
 'Because it's right and just' ((singing)) 
56  (3.0) 
57 Tapio: See-e [on    oikeus ja  koh[tuuuus.  
  DEM3    be.3SG right  and just 
 'It is right and just' ((singing, waving his finger)) 
58 Timo:         [(hihi)              [ (hihihi)
59 Timo: (hi[hi) 
60 Tapio:    [Eikä (sitä)       enää    ees  lauleta   tollee  
    neg-CLI (DEM3-PAR) anymore even sing-PAS  DEM2.MAN 
61  ku      (--)nkirkossa    vaa.  
    except  (--)_church-INE only 
  'And they don't even sing it like that anymore except in the (name) church ' 
 
Tapio's request for Timo to bring him some "good stuff" from the store (lines 41-43) 
can be seen as his assent to Timo going to the store, a concession saying 'it's alright for 
you to go, if I too benefit from it'. Tapio's request is made in a blunt indicative mood, 
' Instead of accepting the 
request, which would be considered a preferred response, Timo initiates a repair (line 
45) asking what Tapio would like him to bring, and Tapio asks for beer. Timo still 
doesn't agree, but instead, starts arguing why he shouldn't do the requested action: Tapio 
had had some beer already (line 49). Tapio doesn't take a turn. 
In his investigation of family conversations, Vuchinich (1990) finds that one of 
the ways by which people terminate disputes is compromise (concession). According to 
him, when speakers offer a concession20, they signal that they are ready to close the 
conflict, but not submit. He points out that conceding is face-threatening since it 
requires the speakers to alter positions they have previously taken, and to trust that it 
will not be used against them (ibid: 127-130). In (5) Timo makes a concessive offer: He 
will bring Tapio one beer less than himself (line 51). Timo's turn in line 51 is produced 
using an almost cheerful tone with a high rise on the last word. This contrasts clearly 
                                                           
       20 Here the term "concession" is used somewhat differently than in the studies of concessive patterns 
by Couper-Kuhlen and Thompson (2000), where request sequences are not under investigation.  




with his previous, angry turn (line 49). This concessive offer is followed by the 
speaker's account for it: A justification stating that Tapio has had one beer more than 
Timo. By justifying his action, the speaker shows that he has performed a dispreferred 
social action on one hand, and that he is not totally responsible for it on the other (Scott 
& Lyman 1968). Tapio still doesn't take a turn. Timo does not treat Tapio's 
disengagement from the argument as an assent, but chooses to give further account for 
his concessing offer.  
In Vuchinich's data (ibid.), an offer of concession is eventually followed by an 
assent that accepts the offer, though this might only happen after several conceding 
turns. In one of his examples a compromise closing is achieved when one of the 
participants makes an ironic joke21. Timo's turn (line 55) is produced by singing. Timo's 
singing in line 55 'For it is right and just' is a Finnish version of a Eucharistic prayer. It 
is identifiable as an account because of its initial word sillä 'because'22. The recipient, 
Tapio, does not, however, respond to the accounting action of Timo's turn. After a 
pause, he finally takes a turn, singing a different melody of the same prayer (line 57). 
Tapio never assents to Timo's conceding offer to bring him one beer less. Instead, he 
chooses not to take a turn until after Timo's singing. Tapio's usage of the clitic -kä 'and' 
and word ees 'even' in line 60 lead to the interpretation of Tapio's singing (line 57) as a 
repair of Timo's turn - it is possible that Tapio hasn't recognised the less known melody 
that Timo uses23. Repairing Timo's melody is a way for Tapio to maintain some 
opposition to Timo without verbally engaging in the dispute. Timo receives Tapio's 
singing with laughter, which is a "final closing token" (Schegloff 2007: 186). Jefferson 
(1984) has found that devices that lead out of troubles-telling are topically disjunctive: 
That is, whatever happens after troubles-telling "does not emerge from it, is not 
topically coherent with it, but constitutes a break from it". Tapio starts a new topic (line 
61) discussing the singing of the Eucharistic prayer in church. The usage of the prayer 
song in church makes a good candidate for a new topic, because it is unrelated to the 
situation at hand, so the discussion is turned away from the dispute. 
 In Extract (5) Sillä se on oikeus ja kohtuus 'For it is right and just' is an account 
for the speaker's dispreferred proposal (to give his spouse one beer less from the shop). 
It is a singing that constitutes a turn and a social action in conversation. The same can 





This article has shown that singing and codeswitching are contextualisation cues used in 
sequence closures. They appear in spots where interactional tension has been built up in 
post-expansions of troublesome sequences - ones where the speakers are not affiliating 
                                                           
       21 See also Norrick & Spitz 2008 on humour as a resource for conflict mitigation. 
       22 Sillä 'because' associates with a literary style and is not widely used in colloquial Finnish. It was 
not found among the 182 accounts investigated by Raevaara (2009), who lists account-initial particles to 
include ku(n), koska, kato (kun), että and niin. 
       23 Both Timo's and Tapio's melodies have been used in the Evangelic Lutheran Church of Finland, 
though Timo's version is less known. The words have recently been changed, which is what Tapio refers 
to on lines 60-61. I am indebted to Melisa Stevanovic for this information. 
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with each other or are not aligned as to who can take a turn and when the sequence 
should end. More specifically, singing and codeswitching can be seen in the initiation of 
closings, in turns that sum up, assess or account for the preceding talk. Singing and 
codeswitching, as well as figurative expressions that can be found in the same 
sequential position, are heteroglossic - they are recontextualised texts spoken in a voice 
that is not entirely the speaker's own. 
Singing and codeswitching often occur together with other 
contextualisation cues such as gestures and changes in prosody. Despite their 
formulation and fitting in the sequence as any regular turn-action, the heteroglossic 
nature of these contextualised utterances gives the recipients room for an alternate 
interpretation beyond the actions proposed by the wording of these turns. This gives the 
recipients a chance to react by laughing or joining in other kinds of minimal affiliative 
action. The participants thus achieve a shared positive emotive stance, after which they 
can move to other activities. On occasions, they draw from the intertextual material of 
songs and different languages and switch to a new topic concerning those. 
While the interactional locus investigated here (sequence closing 
sequences) is by far not the only environment where singing and codeswitching occur, it 
is one where their pragmatic potential gets well utilised. For the members of the 
Estonian Finnish community studied here, these two heteroglossic cues are powerful 
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1SG, 1PL etc. 1st person singular, 1st person plural etc. (verbal and nominal suffixes, 
personal pronouns) 
ABL ablative 












DEM1 1st demonstrative (tää  etc) 
DEM2 2nd demonstrative (toi  etc) 
DEM3 3rd demonstrative (se etc) 
ELA elative 
ESS essive 
GEN genitive (~accusative -n) 
ILL illative 
IMP imperative 
INE  inessive 
INF infinitive 
INF1 A- /DA-infinitive (1st infinitive) 





PAS  passive 
PL plural 
PP past participle 
PPAS  past passive  












. falling pitch 
, level pitch 
? rising pitch 
 shift to high pitch 
heti stress 
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[ overlap (start) 
] overlap (end) 
(.) pause 0.2 s. 
(0.4) timed pause in seconds 
= a turn start immediately after the previous speaker 
> < fast speech 
< > slow speech 
e::i lengthening 
    quiet speech 
AHA loud speech 
.hhh inhalation 
hhh. exhalation 
.joo word pronounced during inhalation 
he he laughter 
w(h)ord plosive (laughter) 
£  £ smile voice 
@  @ change in tone 
 low speech 
(tai) doubt in transcription 
(--) a word unheard 
(---) several unhearable words 
((  )) comments by the transcriber 
{ } comments by the transcriber 
 fist shaking 
 waving a finger 
 pointing or waving a finger throughout 
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